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(1)

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON COMPROMISING
OUR NATIONAL SECURITY BY RESTRICTING
DOMESTIC EXPLORATION AND DEVELOP-
MENT OF OUR OIL AND GAS RESERVES

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 12, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11 a.m., in room 1324

Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Don Young (chairman of
the committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Young.
The CHAIRMAN. [presiding] The committee will come to order.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank all of you for participating in
what will be, I hope, an interesting hearing regarding our national
energy policy. It’s not the first hearing we’ve had. We’ve had hear-
ings over the years considering energy policy. They have not pro-
duced very much. We hope this will produce something other than
just comments.

This hearing will focus on the alarming fact that while our na-
tion is one of the largest consumers of fossil fuels, it lacks a coher-
ent energy policy. Americans are forced to rely on what I call a pol-
icy of knee-pad diplomacy, begging those countries that produce our
fossil fuels. Essentially, our energy policy consists of, very frankly,
the Clinton-Gore Administration sending diplomats abroad, as I
mentioned, to beg other nations for the oil necessary to supply our
national demand.

This committee’s jurisdiction relates to public lands so our focus
today will be on how public lands could play a meaningful role in
protecting our national security by increasing domestic production
and reducing our reliance on foreign sources of energy. Coming
from Alaska, I can’t think of a better example of unrealized poten-
tial than the coastal plain of the Arctic National Refuge, the devel-
opment of the coastal plain of ANWR, which clearly holds the most
significant untapped oil and gas reserves in our nation.

If I may digress, and I’m the chairman; I guess I can, from this
opening statement, it seems just like deja vu, we were in this room,
this exact room, in 1973 in March of that year, discussing our de-
pendency on foreign imported oil. At that time it was 36 percent
and we were talking about Alaska and the necessity for building
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a pipeline to deliver the largest deposit of oil that we knew of at
that in Prudhoe Bay.

Some of the arguments we’ll hear against this proposal of ANWR
will be exactly the same we heard back in 28 years ago. I would
like to remind my audience that some of you, especially younger
people, go back and study the record and see some of those com-
ments that were made.

To truly understand the importance of our Alaskan oil, we need
to take a trip back in time, as I just mentioned. 20 years ago, the
Trans-Alaskan pipeline actually, in fact, was completed in 1976
and 2 million barrels per day and foreign imports were around 35
percent. And, remember, it was 37 percent when we started. Now,
in the year 2000, the Trans-Alaskan pipeline is moving about 1
million barrels a day and foreign oil makes up 57 percent of our
domestic demand.

There’s no question the State of Alaska holds a place of promise
when it comes to producing crude oil. However, in the face of de-
clining domestic supplies, the administration refused to put in
place an energy policy that includes the development of significant
prospects on Federal lands, frankly, including Alaska. If I may say
so, neither did the past administrations. This makes my sixth ad-
ministration I’ve been under and the Congress itself has not seen
fit to set forward a policy that develops all forms of energy and not
dependent on just one.

In fact, looking to bolster production on Federal lands, this ad-
ministration has done the reverse. Our domestic oil production is
the lowest it’s been since World War II. Keep that in mind. It’s the
lowest it’s been since World War II as far as domestic production.
And I’ve often said anybody who owns 56 percent or 57 percent of
your company, you’re going to do exactly as they tell you to do.

The major factor in the decline of domestic production, down 17
percent since 1992, is the rise in regulations and taxes. The admin-
istration is currently finalizing regulations that will increase do-
mestic producer’s tax burden by over 60 million per year.

What about coal? Let’s get away from oil. More than half the
electricity produced in this country is generated by coal-fired power
plants and yet the administration utilized the Antiquities Act to
lock up the cleanest burning coal in the lower 48. This is not a pol-
icy that promotes energy security or important high-paying Amer-
ican jobs.

While we feel the impact at the gas pump, and all of us do, high
oil prices and our dependence on foreign sources of energy have
larger consequences. Our economy is prospering, but we need the
stable source of natural resources to meet our energy needs and
sustain our economic growth. Importing such high volumes of for-
eign fossil fuels account for one-third of our trade deficit. It’s not
automobiles, it’s not TVs. In fact, it is oil.

Americans are spending $300 million per day on foreign oil. This
added up to $100 billion last year. That is $100 billion of American
dollars, American job security, very quickly, are exported each
year.

Not only can a declining domestic industry affect American jobs,
our dependency on foreign oil can have catastrophic effect on our
economy. While the administration often claims credit for the pros-
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perous economy we now enjoy, this can quickly change. If you don’t
believe me, check the NASDAQ as of yesterday.

It has been reported that a $10.00 increase in Federal law equals
.5 percent increase in inflation, a .25 percent decline in economic
growth. Suppliers like Iraq continue to increase their exports to the
United States. In January 1997, Iraq exported less than 100,000
barrels per day to the United States. By last December, that num-
ber had steadily increased to nearly 800,000 barrels per day.

When we went to war against Saddam Hussein less than 10
years ago to have a greater role in providing for our domestic en-
ergy needs, do we really trust foreign suppliers like Algeria, An-
gola, and Iraq enough to give them the level of control over our
economy and energy security? It’s not in our national interests to
become so reliant on foreign oil that countries like Iraq can exert
so much control over our economic future.

The root of this problem is the development of our domestic oil
and gas resources. The USGS forest as much as 16 billion barrels
to be typically recovered from Alaska. The single new source of do-
mestic production will replace Iraq’s import for more than 54 years.
Our nation holds vast natural resources with more discoveries
being made daily. Not only are our domestic natural resources
plentiful, but we have the most stringent environmental laws in
the world to ensure that there’s a balance between our energy
needs and environmental safety.

Clearly we can do both. Frankly, in Alaska we’ve done that.
We’ve proven with a track record of safety producing oil and gas
resources for decades in the Arctic. With the advances in tech-
nology on ice roads and better directional drilling, the environment
is protected. Federal public lands and Federal waters hold signifi-
cant promise and should be developed to secure America’s energy
needs. The simple fact is Americans are dependent upon oil, gas,
and other natural resources. We need electricity to live, oil to heat
our homes, and gasoline to move our airplanes, cars, and buses.

Even that famous association that supports me every day, the Si-
erra Club, will be testifying today. They need these resources to
carry out day-to-day business. They like, many organizations, uti-
lize the Internet. A large percentage of the total electricity is con-
sumed in activities related to the Internet. The increasing use of
the Internet is estimated to be responsible for more than half the
growths in electricity demands. A two megabyte e-mail uses a
pound of coal or five ounces of oil. Add up all the messages that
are sent, and you’re talking about a significant amount of fossil
fuels.

Let’s face it. Whether or not you support the production of nat-
ural resources, you use them every minute of every day and they
are needed to live if you want to live as American people and all
those other people in the world should live.

Americans use about 6 million barrels of oil in the United States
and more than 56 percent of this volume is supplied by four na-
tions. Even if you support alternative sources of energy—and, by
the way, not many of you who support alternative sources support
it. I don’t know how many times I’ve suggested that you support
nuclear power, you objected. I suggested that you support more
coal burning, you object to that. I suggest hydropower and you ob-
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ject to that. Each time, you object to alternative sources of fuel
then, in fact, you put yourself on more dependency on foreign
sources of energy.

The United States already holds an abundance of natural re-
sources that we must develop among our Federal lands because we
do own, the Federal Government, the American people, own about
875 million acres of land and the Federal waters on the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf.

This nation needs and deserves a coherent energy policy that in-
cludes all forms of energy, not just fossil fuels. But so far, we de-
pend so much on fossil fuels any time one of the foreign countries
burps, we have a stomach ache and we need that fuel. We
shouldn’t go through that.

With that, I’ll yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. VENTO. Well, thanks, Mr. Chairman. I’ll put my full state-
ment in the record.

I’m pleased to note our friend and former colleague, Senator
Johnson, and others that are here and so interested. It’s good to
see him back. We’ve worked with him on the many different energy
problems over my career starting with, I might mention, synthetic
fuels.

[Laughter.]
A name that will live in infamy. But, in any case, in his work

on nuclear power and waste and with our former colleague and our
mentor, Mo Udall, and so many others, obviously the oil issue is
one that separates us. I feel a little bit like a hostile takeover here
today in the Resources Committee with regards to the folks that
have a view with regards to ANWR.

My view, of course, as a sponsor, lead sponsor, which, with 170
members joining me in the House on this measure to protect and
set aside this area as wilderness long been a debate about where
we’re going to go in terms of how we deal with our Federal lands.
Actually, while the chairman has pointed out that domestic produc-
tion of oil and gas are up from 89 to 98 and a substantial portion
of that, about 25 percent now, as opposed to about 15 percent
comes off the Federal lands, so we’ve actually increased the amount
of oil.

Certainly there’s a potential to do a lot more with the existing
leases that are outstanding through something called due diligence
as opposed to building up portfolios of leases that are not being de-
veloped and utilized. Of course, there’s a lot of reasons for that.
Some will suggest that the price of oil has to go up. There are a
lot of other factors that have to be considered in the mix. Obvi-
ously, if oil stayed at $30.00 a barrel, some of that oil in Texas
that’s been remaining and is hard to recover and expensive to re-
cover would all of a sudden be possible to bring to the market, as
an example.

But the fact that we have had a problem and that we have been
vulnerable and, to an extent, a greater increase in terms of imports
is evident to all of us. The fact is that in the mid-1970’s, it was
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summer and the range of 35 percent was imported. Today it’s over
50 percent as the chairman has pointed out.

But part of that, of course, is due to the consumption aspect of
what we’re dealing with and how much we’re using. And, consid-
ering on a global basis that we’re using about 1/5 the energy when
we have a population that is, of course, 5 percent of the total world
population gives us some indication of where we could make adjust-
ments and where we may not be willing to make those.

But, clearly, as far as OPEC is concerned, OPEC now is respon-
sible for less than half of the oil that we import comes from OPEC.
So we’ve actually, in a sense, reduced the dependence on OPEC,
but increased our dependence on foreign sources of oil.

And, of course, we know ourselves that we’re part of the inter-
national marketplace. Even some of this oil from the North Slope
that we keep telling ourselves is pretty much for domestic con-
sumption, especially on the West Coast, even a small portion of
that, about, I guess it’s, actually, Mr. Chairman, I misstated this
someone was pointing out. I pointed out 5 percent and they said
I was overstating it. It’s actually 5.5 percent so I was being a little
conservative.

But that is exported and, obviously, based on the policies that
you have sponsored, Mr. Chairman, we can obviously look forward
to exporting even more of that oil down the road. But we are part
of the international marketplace in terms of these issues.

Now I think that, while we’ve opened up a lot of areas in Alaska
most recently, of course the National Petroleum Reserve has been
opened and available. I expect this takes a long time to come on
line is what my competition might say, but that oil has been
opened up. And there is reason to believe that these areas, and, of
course, the demise of oil production in Alaska has been long pre-
dicted but it has not occurred. Frankly, there has been and is sub-
stantial areas where there is oil possible from West Sak and other
areas to be developed that will continue to keep that pipeline rel-
atively full.

That is say, of course, and, of course, the environmental prob-
lems and concerns we have with regards to wildlife are something
we can debate for a while. But, clearly, I think the values with re-
gards to ANWR, with regards to its diversity and its importance in
terms of the Native American group, the Gwich’in that are there,
is more important. It reminds me of our friend, Geraldine Ferraro,
who we served with who said that some of us seem to know the
cost of everything and the value of nothing.

So I do think, as a nation, we need to look at continuing to try
and set aside some of these special areas, especially to balance that
off with meeting our economy and other needs, as I said in the con-
text of diligence, in the context of work that needs to be done.

And to recognize the limitations that we have with regards to
spills. There have been, you know, literally hundreds of those spills
that have occurred in the Trans-Atlantic pipeline since the late
1970’s. There are many changes, environmental changes, that have
taken place there that are of concern. We can take about ice roads
and dewatering activities that gone on. We can talk about the
small footprint. But, while the size is small, the effect of it is very
profound in terms of what goes down.
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Mr. Chairman, I, obviously, look forward to the hearing from
this. This hearing is a little bit of a mystery. By some it’s been per-
ceived that there’s a great threat and the administration’s energy
policy is compromising our sovereignty by some mysterious rogue
states and international schemes. But, fortunately, our caped cru-
sader that wears a blue sportscoat, Mr. Richardson——

The CHAIRMAN. And now the gentleman’s time has run out, when
you’re talking about the——

Mr. VENTO. And his lucky blue sportscoat has been successful in
beating down the opposition. So I don’t think there’s any great
mystery. I don’t think this is going to compete for a script with
James Bond. I think that or do we need any more black helicopters
added to the mix of this issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has run out.
Mr. VENTO. We have some problems and hopefully we’ll be able

to deal with it in a rational way. And, Mr. Chairman, thank you
for the time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Vento follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I appreciate
it and I’d just like to clarify one thing. Waiting for 8,650,000 a day
from other countries, the majority is from the OPEC countries.

No. 2, the money from the oil that’s been supposedly exported
from Alaska is 55,000 barrels a day of heavy crude; 55,000 barrels
of oil from California. And your State alone, I believe, exports
about 16,000 barrels of energy in some form.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if I might reply. This week we’re
making the ultimate sacrifice. A brewery in my district, a brewery,
is going to now start producing ethanol.

The CHAIRMAN. Ethanol, which has cost more money to produce
than—it takes more energy to produce ethanol than the ethanol
that’s produced to produce energy.

Mr. VENTO. Yes. But we’re all praying that the ethanol produc-
tion won’t cut into the beer production.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. I appreciate that.
The gentleman, Mr. Largent, the first panel up today is Mr.

Largent was here first and he gets to speak first. Steve.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. STEVE LARGENT, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA; AC-
COMPANIED BY THE HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYL-
VANIA; THE HON. TOM DELAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS; AND THE HON. VITO
FOSELLA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

STATEMENT OF THE HON. STEVE LARGENT

Mr. LARGENT. First of all, that I am a member of the Energy and
Power Subcommittee on Commerce. I come from an oil-producing
State, the State of Oklahoma. My hometown and the center of my
district is Tulsa, Oklahoma; it’s known as the oil capital. So this
is an issue that I am knowledgeable of and am sensitive to. And
so I appreciate you holding this hearing and giving me a chance
to testify.

I read, just as an aside, I read a fascinating book called The
Prize by Daniel Yergin and would highly recommend it to this com-
mittee. In particular, it’s a book that Daniel Yergin won the Pul-
itzer Prize and it’s basically the history of oil in this country, in
fact in the world. And it may be a little intimidating because of its
length. If it is, then you should know that PBS also produced a
videotaped series of this book called The Prize. And I would highly
recommend it to my colleagues.

And so I would like to deliver my testimony at this time.
In response to the recent upsurge in prices at the pump, Con-

gress and the President are scrambling to decrease prices. Sugges-
tions include eliminating 4.3 cents per gallon Federal gas tax, pres-
suring OPEC nations to produce more oil, and encouraging the de-
velopment of alternative energy sources. While I understand the
logic and support aspects of each of these ideas, I believe the real
answer may literally be right under our noses.

We need to focus on developing a long-term energy policy based
on self-reliance. This policy must promote domestic oil and gas ex-
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ploration and production. Rather than directing our efforts at
short-term Band-Aid fixes, we need to work to prevent future price
fluctuations. We need to stop treating the symptoms of our depend-
ence on temperamental foreign producers and work to find a long-
term cure.

Every administration since Eisenhower has concluded that the
level of oil imports threatens national security. Earlier this year,
the Clinton Administration released a section 232 analysis which
concluded that imported oil poses a serious threat to our national
security. Because our economy is based on energy and, more spe-
cifically, petroleum, America should be prepared to meet as much
of this need as we can. While I support free trade and relationship
building between the United States and OPEC nations, it is
unhealthy for this relationship to threaten American economic
independence.

During the last few years, the American oil industry has been
overregulated and overtaxed. The administration’s regulations
place ridiculous restrictions on how, where, and when producers
can work. Producers are subject to excessive reporting and permit-
ting rules that increase their overhead, hurt their profit margins,
and decrease their likelihood of survival.

There are not one or two big regulations that harm producers.
Rather, there is a vast mosaic of rules and restrictions from several
agencies that interact to slow production and frustrate producers.

We need to develop a tax policy that helps this vital industry. We
should develop a tax policy that eliminates the net income limita-
tion and 65 percent net taxable income limit on percentage deple-
tion. The tax policy should also modify the alternative minimum
tax. Then we need to save marginal oil production through an ag-
gressive tax incentive program. 80 percent of the oil produced in
Oklahoma is from marginal wells, wells that produce less than 10
barrels of oil per day.

Regulations and perverse tax incentives have cost the oil indus-
try 65,000 jobs, many of which were in my State of Oklahoma. Cu-
riously, domestic crude oil production has declined, while American
oil consumption has increased. Today we import 56 percent of our
crude to meet domestic demand.

During the recent gas price increase, politicians of all stripes
have expressed concern. However, the focus on the short-term puz-
zles me. Rather than wringing our hands and sending the Sec-
retary of Energy overseas to plead for increased international pro-
duction, we need to look at the factors that have increased gas
prices.

First, the United States needs to reduce regulations on domestic
producers. While drilling should be safe for workers and the envi-
ronment, producers should be given the freedom to run their oper-
ations efficiently and effectively.

Second, the administration and Congress should be willing to ex-
plore resource-rich areas in the United States, like the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, the Rockies, the Arctic National Refuge. About half
the oil and one-fourth of the national gas in the Outer Continental
Shelf is in areas that are off-limits to exploration. A recent Depart-
ment of Energy report argued that opening these lands to produc-
tion would not be environmentally dangerous.
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Third, the United States should examine energy policies to deter-
mine the impact that these policies will have on fuel prices. Before
gas taxes are imposed and before environmental treaties are
signed, the United States should examine the economic impact of
these policies.

In conclusion, without a strategy for reducing our addiction to
Middle Eastern oil, we will continue to be vulnerable to the whims
of foreign nations. To prevent future reliance on imported oil, the
United States should reduce red tape on domestic producers, ex-
plore oil rich areas in safe ways, and evaluate the impact that en-
ergy policy decisions will have on consumers and our economy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Largent follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Largent. May I congratulate. It’s
rare I have a Congressman stick within 5 minutes. I mean, I want
to compliment you.

The Honorable George Gekas from Pennsylvania, would you
please take the witness stand? Yes, sir, you’re up.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. GEORGE GEKAS

Mr. GEKAS. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. The opening statement
of the chairman acts as a backdrop for the presentation that I am
about to make, because the chairman decried the absence of a long-
term energy policy. And that was endorsed by the gentleman from
Oklahoma who complained, properly, that whatever policy we have
is bits and pieces; it’s going to the OPEC companies and begging
for more production, begging them to sell us more oil. That’s some
policy that we see in effect.

So what we need, the chairman says and Mr. Largent agrees, ev-
erybody agrees, is a long-term energy policy. The bill that I’ve in-
troduced about 2 weeks ago with the cosponsorship of the chairman
of this committee, who’s name escapes me at the moment, oh, Don
Young. This piece of legislation crystallizes our vision of the long-
term energy policy.

How does it do it? It calls for the immediate formation of a bipar-
tisan, blue-ribbon commission that would explore all of the alter-
native sources of energy, all of the tax provisions to which Mr.
Largent has referred, all of the combinations of ethics and con-
servation and drilling issues that could come before it, and deter-
mine that, within 10 years, putting X, Y, and Z and D and A in
place, we could become self-sufficient. The goal would be 10 years.

Before anyone laughs, that’s what John Kennedy projected for
putting a man on the moon and it was done within 10 years. We
can become self-sufficient in 10 years, I am confident.

Only recently, for instance, the administration did come through,
for the first time, in response to the latest crisis, on some proposals
having to do with tax credits. Unlike previous Congresses, which
did away with the oil depletion allowance which hurt Oklahoma so
badly and Texas, back in that age, that many wells were capped,
the oil depletion allowance was a kind of a tax credit that could
have helped was ripped away from the books and wells were
capped.

On top of that, previous Congresses imposed excess profits taxes,
exactly the wrong kind, that’s a disincentive to drilling and to in-
vesting and to do our domestic self-sufficient work. And so this
commission that I envision would analyze all of these and return
to a sane prospect of tax credits and exploration incentives for the
domestic market.

And offshore drilling, as the gentleman from Oklahoma says, is
not going to allow the Continental Shelf to sink in and lose the
whole country while we drill for oil. It will take conservation meas-
ures and environmental issues into consideration. But we need to
do that.

So, just as the wording of the bill itself says, this commission
would explore alternate sources of energy: ethanol, solar power,
electricity, natural gas, coal, hydrogen, wind energy, and any other
forms of alternative power sources that the imagination can con-
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jure up. Not to mention the initiatives that are purely American in
energy, ever since oil was discovered.

So we can do it; 10 years and we’d become self-sufficient. No
more begging OPEC. No more relying on 55 percent of our energy
to come from foreign sources. It’s a national security issue, as well
as a domestic security issue. I urge everyone to join the chairman
and me in the formation of this commission through this bill.

By the way, what this would do, it seems to me, would amal-
gamate all the ideas. There are some people who would think tax
credits are the real way to accomplish self-sufficiency. Others think
that unabated Continental Shelf offshore drilling would do it. Oth-
ers believe that changing the price schedules and doing some other
kinds of tax improvements would help.

This commission, made up of experts that we would have a role
in choosing, would put all of this together and come through with
a nice, comprehensive, long-term energy policy that, little by little,
will eat away at our dependency on OPEC and bring about self-suf-
ficiency and make us absolutely independent politically, domesti-
cally, and internationally.

I thank the chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Gekas follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank you, Mr. Gekas. I have just a couple of
questions and I am the sponsor of that bill and you do know my
name. That’s going to cost you a lot of money, by the way.

Mr. GEKAS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. But when’s the timeframe if that bill is to pass,

which, I agree with you, Congress can never agree.
Mr. GEKAS. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Vento wants to conserve his into posterity.
Mr. GEKAS. I’m not wed to any timetable because I really cannot

fathom how best to get it started, but if we would pass this bill to-
morrow and have it signed into law, I believe that by the end of
this year, this commission would be fully at work and we could
have a report within a year to give us the 10-year plan.

The CHAIRMAN. OK. Before we go to any other questions, Mr.
DeLay, welcome aboard. We are glad to have you here. We have
heard from Mr. Largent and Mr. Gekas and you’re up now.

Mr. GEKAS. I’m going to give you a copy of my bill, to start.
[The Bill H.R. 4035 follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. And, by the way, what’s the number of that bill,
Mr. Gekas? What’s the number?

Mr. GEKAS. This is H.R. 4035.
The CHAIRMAN. 4035. OK, good. Go ahead, Mr. DeLay.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM DELAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. DELAY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and I apologize for
being late. There’s a lot going on before we recess Friday.

[Laughter.]
I’m hearing calls for Thursday.
Mr. Chairman, I will focus on the restrictions in exploration and

development of our oil and gas resources and the important role
that our Federal land policies play in framing our domestic energy
picture.

As I speak, our energy policy is in a shambles. Over recent years,
the multi-use component of Federal lands have been sacrificed at
the altar of environmental extremism because some don’t think
these lands should be used at all.

The recent fluctuations in oil and gas prices have served to inten-
sify this debate and the stakes have never been higher. Our grow-
ing dependence on foreign imports have now exceeded 56 percent
of our nation’s energy needs and is a direct threat to our national
security. But the real tragedy here is that all could have been
avoided were it not for the Clinton/Gore Administration’s Federal
lands policies of lock them up now and ask questions later.

The four Federal land management agencies own nearly one-
third of the land in the United States and with proposals being
considered to further increase Federal and State land acquisition.
That percentage is likely to grow each and every year. By aban-
doning an important mission of the multi-use Federal land system,
the responsible resource extraction and energy production, we have
increased our reliance on foreign nations.

We have seen the consequences of this anti-energy energy policy
at the gas pump and in the oil patch. In a little over a year, oil
prices have fluctuated from some of the lowest levels on record to
some of the highest. In the process, more than 136,000 domestic oil
wells and 57,000 gas wells have closed up since 1997 and we’re left
at the mercy of OPEC to make up the difference.

But that’s only half of it. Layer upon layer of new government
red tape and bureaucracy advanced unilaterally by this administra-
tion has undermined the vibrancy of the domestic oil and gas in-
dustry. Some of these include moratoriums on road construction,
abuse of the Antiquities Act, restrictions on new pipeline and dam
construction, obscure interpretations of our mining laws, increased
fees for offshore production in the Gulf of Mexico, and expansive
interpretations of the Endangered Species and Clean Water Acts
that have, in many cases, unnecessarily denied permits on public
and private lands.

And these are but just a handful of the harmful policies pushed
forth by this administration.

Now, under fire, the President has said we should pass tax in-
centives for small producers. Now the President must have a very
short memory, because just last year, Congress passed incentives
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for increased domestic oil and gas production as part of the Tax-
payer Refund and Relief Act. The President vetoed this measure
just months before prices began to rise.

In response, even Energy Secretary Bill Richardson admitted
that the administration was caught napping while the price of gas-
oline jumped to nearly $2.00 a gallon.

So where can the President act to help the situation? First, to
the north. He can look toward Alaska, Mr. Chairman. In 1995, he
vetoed legislation that would have allowed oil exploration and de-
velopment on a tiny portion of the Alaskan National Wildlife Pre-
serve. He claimed it would undermine the environment, but only
three square miles would have been affected. The rest of the area,
which would have been untouched, is the size of Rhode Island.

In the south, the President should repeal the increased royalty
fees that this administration unilaterally imposed. The Rigs to Reef
program in the Gulf of Mexico has proven that we can drill for oil
in the Outer Continental Shelf using new technologies to the ben-
efit of both the industry and marine life.

Such capability is possible across-the-board. After all, a sound
environment and a prosperous economy are not either/or propo-
sitions. They go hand in hand.

Mr. Chairman, it is possible to conserve the environment while
meeting our domestic energy needs with a minimal dependence on
foreign sources of energy, but the President must take common
sense action to do it. And I thank you for allowing me to testify.

[The prepared statement of Mr. DeLay follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. DeLay, and I understand you
have to go. I have one question to ask you and Mr. Largent both
because you’ve alluded to the closing of wells, the capping of wells.
Is that a Federal law or are those State laws that require the cap-
ping, or is that voluntary?

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, it’s my understanding it’s all of the
above. But the State also has certain prerequisites that have to be
met when you close and cap wells. But it’s principally an economic
decision when you cap a well. When it’s costing you more to
produce it than you can actually make, then, economically, it’s no
longer feasible to keep those wells open.

Then the process that you actually have to follow to cap the well,
you know, there are EPA concerns, and——

The CHAIRMAN. What I’m looking at, because we lost about 3 mil-
lion barrels per day from capped wells from 1986 until now. I be-
lieve that’s about the figure. Maybe I’m wrong. What would be
wrong with an incentive to keep those wells from being capped and
using that oil as a reserve? And I’m just I’m looking because once
it’s capped, if I’m not mistaken, it’s actually plugged.

Mr. LARGENT. That’s correct.
The CHAIRMAN. And you lose that production, maybe 10 barrels

a day. But if all the wells were available, it seems to me, that that
would be a possibility that we might want to look at.

One thing I’m looking for all three you gentlemen, you’ve alluded
to it, is if we don’t get the commission like Mr. Gekas has sug-
gested, some of you suggested some ideas. I like, you know, you are
oil, I’m oil. We sit down with an idea of what we can do with oil,
beyond what Mr. Gekas is talking about because he includes all the
energy sources, which we have to do.

Because I don’t think, contrary to what people say, we’ll ever be
self-sufficient in fossil fuels. But we don’t have to be 57 percent. If
we can get back down to 37 percent, 33 percent, they can’t direct
us on how we should manage our business. That’s what they’re
doing right now. And if you think this price is going down, it’s
going back up again. Read the Wall Street Journal yesterday, as,
actually, they say, it’s going to go back up. And so that’s one of the
things.

And Mr. DeLay does have to leave. Does anybody have any ques-
tions for Mr. DeLay?

Mr. VENTO. Just on that point, Mr. Chairman, I won’t keep him.
I appreciate Mr. DeLay working to conclude our business tomor-
row. He’s the leader and, in spite of his, obviously, concern about
getting the work done.

But I think that on the stripper wells that, in fact, there is, in
the administration of those activities in terms of taxes, that there
are the opportunity at least to, in fact, take off the royalty pay-
ments on them and to prevent the continued production. Of course,
I think there are differences about when that’s to go on or off.

And, of course, for a long time we had criticism in this country
because of the cheap oil policies abroad. In fact, many of our oil
price controls were initially put on with the idea of building a floor
so that there would be production. It’s ironic they ended up being
ceilings at various times. But I think we’ve got to look very care-
fully at what we’re doing here and I think most of us want to look
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at that and talk about what the cost is and what we’re getting back
for it.

I’d just point out, I didn’t disagree, Mr. Chairman, with you that
we had increased imports. It’s that OPEC makes up a, where they
had made up a substantial portion of the import tax, they make up,
I guess, at one point less than half, maybe it’s more than half again
right now, in 2000 numbers. But I did want to comment.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me have one more witness and then we have
other witnesses in the room. Mr. Vito, you’re not excused for being
late. You’re penalized. Mr. DeLay, you do have to go. Anybody have
any questions for Mr. DeLay?

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I have but one brief statement to
make about Mr. DeLay’s and Largent’s testimony, but mostly Mr.
DeLay. You referred to being able to use the public lands and not
having access to the public lands. You referred to multiple use.
Right now the Forest Service, through regulation, is trying to
change the multiple use of the public lands from multiple use to
pre-European condition. And that is just one example of how the
administration is doing everything they can to block access for pur-
poses of production of coal, uranium, hard rock, and fossil fuel, all
the fossil fuels.

So I just wanted to say that.
Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentlelady and she makes my point for

me. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Vito.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. VITO FOSELLA, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. FOSSELLA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and please
accept my apologies. I was in the Commerce Committee discussing
vital national issues regarding low-flow and high-flow toilets and so
the basis of my delay was voting, which is a good segway into the
testimony I’m about to offer.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would like to
thank you for the opportunity to testify today about an issue that
greatly impacts America’s long-term national and economic secu-
rity. A recent spike in oil and gasoline prices have shined a bright
light on a problem that has been brewing for many years and, if
left unaddressed, is a potential threat to not just not just our eco-
nomic well-being, but our safety and security as a nation and a
people.

At the heart of the problem lies a simple and unambiguous fact:
The present administration lacks an adequate understanding of our
nation’s energy needs as well as a plan or strategy to allow the
marketplace to meet the demands of the American people. In other
words, our Federal Government has now become too often the prob-
lem and, in fact, not the solution. High taxes and regulatory bur-
dens inhibit the private sector from meeting the demands of the
American people and stifle domestic production.

Despite statements by the President dating back 6 years and
America’s growing reliance on foreign oil to make the United States
vulnerable to the whims of potentially unstable and unfriendly na-
tions, the Energy Department has failed to articulate a clear, con-
cise, and coherent policy.
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In the words of the President several years ago, quote, ‘‘I am
today concurring with the Commerce Department’s finding that the
nation’s growing reliance on imports of crude oil and refined petro-
leum products threaten the nation’s security because they increase
U.S. vulnerability to oil supply interruptions.’’ The nation’s growing
reliance on imports threatens the nation’s security. I agree with the
President.

Yet, rather than taking the needed steps to encourage domestic
production, the administration has stood silently as demand for for-
eign oil surged dramatically from 51 percent in 1994 to 56 percent
today, a jump of almost 9 percent. In fact, since 1992, domestic
crude oil production is now 17 percent while our consumption has
increased 15 percent. This is simply not acceptable.

Our growing reliance on foreign oil has once again garnered
much attention. This past winter, unusually harsh weather and
OPEC production caps pushed the price of home heating oil past
$2.00 a gallon. We experienced Economics 101, the laws of supply
and demand.

I first called attention to the rise in oil prices in the early days
of winter, hoping the administration would act quickly before the
situation spiralled out of control. In the short-term, I urged the ad-
ministration to pressure OPEC to end its production cutbacks. For
nearly a year, these cutbacks have decreased the supply of oil in
the world market by more than 4 million barrels per day. And,
frustrated by the lack of action, we requested congressional hear-
ings in the Energy and Power Subcommittee to explore the matter
more deeply and to underscore the rising cost on America’s econ-
omy.

During the hearings, I was left speechless and some of my col-
leagues when officials of the Energy Department conceded, quote,
‘‘It’s obvious that the Federal Government was not prepared. We
were caught napping. We got complacent,’’ end quote. Tell that to
the guy at the pump.

This is simply unacceptable, but not surprising, coming from the
same agency and administration which over the past 7 years has
not developed a strategy that realistically meets America’s needs.
OPEC is a cartel and over the past year we’ve clearly seen what
this cartel has the ability to do, their ability to influence our econ-
omy, our politics, our markets, our everyday life.

This winter, we saw ballooning heating oil prices as residents of
the Northeast were forced to pay exorbitant heating oil bills and,
in fact, some had trouble paying and even getting oil to their
homes or business. As winter turns to spring and the shortage of
oil increased gas prices at the pumps to nearly $2.00 a gallon.
Americans are once again forced to dig deep in their pockets.

We have not seen these effects only in our heating, oil, and gaso-
line bills. Our shipping companies, taxis, airport shuttles, airlines,
trucking companies all were forced to tack on fuel surchages to the
services they provide to Americans. Once again, the consumer paid
the price.

We tried to get a trip to Vienna. The OPEC was meeting with
Congressman Joe Barton and several others to pressure OPEC and
underscore again American needs in terms of increasing produc-
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tion. The administration, surprisingly, the Secretary of Energy,
shortcircuited the trip and urged us not to attend.

We wanted to go to OPEC to see the ministers in OPEC to re-
mind them that American lives were lost to defend the sovereignty
and freedom of their nations and that the time for diplomacy and
more meetings had long since passed. The price has spurred OPEC
to increase production, which should bring some relief to the gas
pump over the next few months, but not enough.

Mr. Chairman, I sit on the Energy and Power Subcommittee,
along with Mr. Largent, who is also testifying, as you heard today.
And I’d like to let this committee know that Chairman Barton
plans to have a series of hearings examining our nation’s energy
needs and how to best address them, taking a close look at what
we can do as a nation to ease our foreign dependence, to ease the
regulatory and tax burdens on the energy industry, and to encour-
age and increase our reliance on domestic energy resources. We
have an opportunity now. Let’s do it.

What our country has experienced this year not only strengthens
my belief that America needs to develop a long-term strategy that
reduces our reliance on foreign oil, but reminds us that never again
should the United States be forced to wait on bended knee for the
assistance of other nations when our economic and national secu-
rity are at stake.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Fosella follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. VITO J. FOSSELLA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I would like to thank you for the op-
portunity to testify today about an issue that greatly impacts America’s long-term
national and economic security. The recent spike in oil and gasoline prices has
shined a bright light on a problem that has been brewing for many years and that,
if left unaddressed, has the potential to threaten not just our economic well-being,
but our safety and security as a nation and a people.

At the heart of the problem lies a simple and unambiguous fact: The present Ad-
ministration lacks an adequate understanding of our nation’s energy needs, as well
as a plan or strategy to allow the marketplace to meet the demands of the American
people. In other words, our Federal Government is too often the problem, and in
fact not the solution. High taxes and regulatory burdens inhibit the private sector
from meeting demands of the American people and stifle domestic production.

Despite statements by the President dating back 6 years that America’s growing
reliance on foreign oil could make the United States vulnerable to the whims of po-
tentially unstable and unfriendly nations, the Energy Department has failed to ar-
ticulate a clear, concise and coherent policy. Rather than taking the needed steps
to encourage domestic production, the Administration has stood by silently as de-
mand for foreign oil has surged dramatically, from 51 percent in 1994 to 57 percent
today, a jump, of 6 percent. In, fact, since 1992, domestic crude oil production is
down 17 percent while our consumption has increased 15 percent—this is simply not
acceptable.

Our growing reliance on foreign oil has once again garnered much attention this
past winter when unusually harsh weather and OPEC production cuts pushed the
price of home heating oil past $2 a gallon. We expected Economics 101 and the laws
of supply and demand to come into effect, but this did not happen. I first called at-
tention to the rise in oil prices during the early days of winter, hoping the Clinton
Administration would act quickly before the situation spiraled out of control. In the
short term, I urged the Administration to pressure OPEC to end its production cut-
backs. For nearly year, these cutbacks have decreased the supply of oil on the world
markets by more than 4 million barrels per day. Frustrated by the lack of action,
I requested a Congressional hearing in the Energy and Power Subcommittee to ex-
plore the matter more deeply and to underscore the rising costs to America’s econ-
omy.
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During the hearings, I was left speechless when officials of the Energy Depart-
ment conceded, ‘‘It’s obvious that the Federal Government was not prepared. We
were caught napping. We got complacent.’’ This is simply unacceptable, but not sur-
prising coming from the same Agency and Administration which over the past 7
years had not developed an energy strategy that realistically meets America’s needs.

OPEC is a cartel—and over the past year, we have clearly seen what this cartel
has the ability to do—their ability to influence our economy, our politics, our mar-
kets—our everyday life. This winter we saw ballooning heating oil prices—as resi-
dents of the Northeast were forced to pay exorbitant heating oil bills and some in
fact had trouble even getting oil to beat their homes and businesses. As winter
turned to spring and the shortage of oil increased gas pump prices to nearly S2 a
gallon. Americans were once again forced to dig deep in their pockets. But we have
not seen these effects in our heating and gasoline bills—shipping companies, taxis,
airport shuttles, airlines and trucking companies all were forced to tack on fuel sur-
charges to the services they provide to Americans—once again the consumer paid
the price.

Last month, when OPEC convened to discuss raising production levels, I, along
with Energy and Power Chairman Joe Barton sought to arrange a Congressional
delegation to attend the meetings and bring added pressure on the cartel. I believed
the United States had to show a united front to spur OPEC to action. The Adminis-
tration short-circuited the trip, but not before we reminded OPEC’s oil ministers
that, less than a decade ago, the United States brought peace and stability to the
region when Iraq invaded neighboring countries. We reminded them that American
lives were lost to defend the sovereignty and freedom of their nations, and that the
time for diplomacy and more meetings had long since passed. The pressure spurred
OPEC to increase production, which should bring some relief to the gas pumps over
the next few months.

Mr. Chairman, I sit on the Energy and Power Subcommittee of the House Com-
merce Committee—along with Mr. Largent who is also testifying here today. And
I’d like to let the Committee know that Chairman Barton plans on having a series
of hearings examining our nation’s energy needs and how to best address them—
taking a close look at what we can do to ease our foreign dependence, to ease the
regulatory and tax burdens in the energy industry and to encourage an increase in
reliance on domestic energy sources. We now have an opportunity to take a long
term approach to this issue—let’s do it.

What our country bas experienced this year only strengthens my belief that Amer-
ica needs to develop a long-term strategy that reduces our reliance on foreign oil.
Never again should the United States be forced to wait on bended knee for the as-
sistance of other nations when our economic and national security are at stake.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you. And, at this time, the gentleman
from Louisiana, do you have a question for this panel?

Mr. TAUZIN. Well, a very short one, Mr. Chairman. Most of you
are focused on the problems with foreign oil imports and those who
have a relatively good memory remember the long lines at gasoline
stations when OPEC last declared an embargo on the United
States. Steve, you were probably in high school at the time. And
so were you, Vito. But I know George wasn’t. George remembers.

What was interesting then was that our dependence was basi-
cally improving. And some members of OPEC, Venezuela, in par-
ticular, abandoned the OPEC oil embargo and continued to supply
us with crude. And we got through that period of pretty hard
times. In fact, in my State of Louisiana, we had the biggest short-
age of any State in America, the biggest curtailments of natural
gas of any State in America, believe it or not, even though we were
one of the biggest producers.

But we got through it. With the help of some friends, even in
OPEC, like Venezuela. We ought to remember that.

But today we’ve got a different form of dependence that is even
more frightening, I think, for our country. Not only are we more
dependent upon crude than ever before, even before the embargo,
but now our dependence is also growing in refined products, as we
in this country have failed to continue the pace of authorizing, li-
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censing, and building refineries in America. The last one built in
America was built in my district. The last one repaired and re-
stored is in my district.

And the concern that I don’t hear a lot about and I wonder if you
might want to comment, any one of you, real quickly, on policy that
would make us independent. How do we recommend changes?
What do we do to encourage America to have more refining capac-
ity, on the assumption that we can find a friend who will sell us
crude when we need it? If we can’t refine it and get it to the mar-
ketplace, if we depend upon Saudi refineries, if we depend upon
OPEC refineries to supply us with refined products, and that shuts
down, what are we going to do? Anybody have a thought on that
or a comment on it? George.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman and I’d say to the gentleman that, as
I envision my proposal coming into effect, I could see that the gen-
tleman from Louisiana would be one of the first witnesses to testify
before the Blue Ribbon commission that I envision on trying to
blend the considerations of the oil refinery problem with the crude
oil problem with the tax incentive problem with the exploration of
ANWR with the other tools that might be at hand for a comprehen-
sive policy, but always to keep the oil refinery problem in the topic
that is at hand, namely, the comprehensive long-term policy.

We can’t have a long-term policy without dealing with the refin-
eries. This is what I’m getting at in the comprehensive planning
that this Blue Ribbon commission would recommend to the Con-
gress.

Mr. LARGENT. I would respond to the gentleman by saying, and
I’m just pulling these numbers off the top of my head, that if
they’re not exactly right, they’re really close, that in 1979, the
number of refineries that we had in operation in this country was
around 47. Today, the number is about 23. And I think the last
new refinery that was built in this country, you mentioned that it
was in your district, I believe it was 1981 was the last refinery that
was built in this country.

So, again, this is the result of the continued pressure from a lot
of different sources, economic sources, environmental sources, that
are putting pressure so that we’re not only seeing a depletion of the
refineries in this country where we have the ability to, you know,
refine the crude oil, but we’re also seeing a reduction in the num-
ber of drilling rigs that are available. They’re rusting in Oklahoma
today because it’s just not economically viable to produce oil in this
country because of the tax policies and the regulatory policy.

I’ll give you two examples and one hero story about the domestic
production. First the hero story. In Oklahoma, the oil producers
formed an organization called the Oklahoma Energy Resource
Board. It’s an independent agency that’s owned, operated, orga-
nized by domestic producers in the State of Oklahoma. They volun-
tarily donate a percentage of each barrel of oil that goes into the
Oklahoma Energy Resource Board.

The Oklahoma Energy Resource Board has two functions. First,
it disseminates information about the domestic production indus-
try. The second thing that it does it clean up abandoned well sites.
And in the process of the last several years, they have cleaned up
hundreds of wells that had been abandoned in the State of Okla-
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homa that never would have been readdressed had it not been for
the domestic producers. And it’s a tremendous hero story. Some-
thing that was done without, you know, government legislation,
but was done on a voluntary basis.

Two examples of some of the regulatory burden. And, believe me,
the regulatory burden that’s on this domestic production industry,
they’re being nickel-and-dimed to death. I mean, these don’t sound
like huge things, but there’s thousands of little things that are just
nickel and dime. It’s death by a thousand cuts.

One example. The Migratory Bird Act placed a burden on the do-
mestic producers by saying they had to place nets over all of their
barrels that they have to capture salt water that comes out as a
result of drilling. So the salt water has to be pumped into these
large barrels.

And they were finding that some of the migratory birds were
landing in these barrels that literally are no bigger than the cir-
cumference of this table right here. And they had to buy these nets
to put over several of these barrels—I’m calling them barrels, tanks
is what they actually are, water tanks. And there will be three or
four tanks at every well site.

Well, they had to net those because of the Migratory Bird Act.
Well, the nets, you know, maybe cost, you know, $5,000, $7,500
bucks, but then when you multiply that times every well that has
three or four barrels, it gets very expensive. Well, that’s just one
example of being nickel-and-dimed to death.

Another example would be the EPA has issued this decree that
says that domestic producers have to have a toxic release inventory
about the different components, products, that they use at the well
site. And, as a result of that, they have to prepare this lengthy doc-
ument. And once they did it, when this first came about, they real-
ized we’re going to spend, you know, thousands of dollars preparing
this document about the toxic release inventory. Who do we turn
it over to? EPA didn’t even know who to turn it over to.

Well, they have to turn it over to the fire department. So they
turned it over to the local fire department, they didn’t know what
the heck to do with it so——

The CHAIRMAN. Steve, I don’t want to interrupt you. Whoever
has got a phone in this room, I don’t believe knows my rule. If
you’ve got a portable phone and it’s on, get out. It’s that simple.
And it’s not a hard rule to follow. You’ve got a buzzer. If you don’t
have a buzzer, get a new phone.

Mr. LARGENT. It have been mine.
The CHAIRMAN. I don’t care whose it is. I’m just saying leave.
[Laughter.]
Mr. TAUZIN. I’ve been thrown out already, Steve, so don’t be em-

barrassed.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I do appre-

ciate, you know.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I want to put an

editorial in that I know that you’ll enjoy reading.
The CHAIRMAN. That depends. Who’s it from?
Mr. VENTO. The Minneapolis Star Tribune. ‘‘Energy Problems

Can’t be Drilled Away,’’ Mr. Chairman. I’d submit it for the record.
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And I would ask that Mr. Gekas’ bill on the commission be put in
the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky—Tennessee. Folks. We’re all the same. Go ahead.

Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing. You know, one of the things that I do is chair the
Aviation Subcommittee and their transport association told us a
few days ago that with each one penny increase in their fuel costs,
that they lose $200 million a year, the airlines do. $200 million a
year for each one penny increase in their fuel prices.

And what I’ve said, you know, the rise in the gas prices is not
only hurting us in aviation, it’s hurting us in agriculture, tourism,
and almost every industry imaginable. And it also causes us the
most serious problems, I think, for those who live in small towns
and rural areas because so many of those people have to drive fur-
ther distances to go to work.

And I have noticed over the years that these environmental ex-
tremists who don’t want us to drill for any oil almost always come
from very wealthy families and maybe they don’t realize how much
they’re hurting the poor and the working people of this country.

But I have a statement, a full statement, that I want to put in
the record.

But I have some very, very strong concerns about this. I read re-
cently that our domestic oil production is at its lowest level since
1951. And Mr. Largent mentioned the refineries that I have closed.
And I think it’s very sad that we’re sitting on all of this and these
billions of barrels of oil up in Alaska and also billions more offshore
and we have become so dependent on foreign oil.

But primarily the concern I have is that we are hurting the poor
and the working people of this country by driving up prices and de-
stroying jobs. And it’s going to cause us some very serious problems
if we don’t act on some of this legislation.

And I want to put my full statement in the record. But thank
you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. And I want to thank the gentleman
from Tennessee. And the one reason I—sometimes I have a hard
time with it, but his name is Jim Duncan. Jim Duncan ran against
me last time in Alaska and that gives me a little problem. And,
without objection, so ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from American Samoa. The gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find it interesting
that this administration or the Justice Department would go after
Microsoft, but they tend to not want to do anything about OPEC.

One thing I wanted to point out that Mr. Largent brought up
about the refining capacity, most of the refineries that are closed
in the United States closed in one State and that was the State of
California. And the reason why those refineries closed was because
California has a clean air standard that’s different than anywhere
else in the United States.

I don’t say that, necessarily, is a bad thing. We have a reformu-
lated gasoline standard in California that’s done a lot, dramati-
cally, to increase air quality in California. We have a sulphur
standard right now at 30 parts per million that being dropped by
California clean air folks to 15 parts per million.
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But one thing I want to point out to my friend from Louisiana
and from Texas and other States that have a tremendous amount
of refining capacity, whatever is left, is in the process when Cali-
fornia went through this transfer to new technology on refining,
many of the small refiners did not have the capital in order to in-
vest to stay in business and so they closed up. And so we had about
12 refineries in California and that went down to about 6 in Cali-
fornia today.

And that’s caused a big problem. And that’s one of the reasons
why we probably experience, we do experience, the highest gas
prices anywhere in the United States. We’re right about $2.00 a
gallon, isn’t that correct, Mr. Pombo? It depends on where you go
shopping for gasoline. And that has put a tremendous amount of
stress on folks in California.

But as you well know, the EPA has made a determination that
all refineries will have to go to the 30 part per million standard
pretty soon, by 2004, I believe. And I would hope that we could
work with the Commerce Committee and the Ways and Means
Committees and whatever we need to do around here to remove the
unintended consequence of refineries going out of business in this
country.

Because if California is any evidence of what will happen, refin-
eries in Louisiana and Texas will suffer because of this. It may be
a great thing for clean air, but we ought to recognize that it’s a tre-
mendous amount of money. We need to help, especially, small re-
fineries and large refineries to make these technological changes in
order to meet Federal regulation that they’re being imposed upon
to do that without removing too much competition from the mar-
ketplace.

And I would like to agree with the chairman that we need to get
more oil production in the country and that’s part of the problem.

But, also, many nuclear facilities are going off line here in the
next several years. And we have great new nuclear technologies
that are clean. It’s not the same technology that folks experienced
30, 40, 50 years ago. And I think we need to better explore new
nuclear technologies, which, by the way, produces power for about
three cents a kilowatt. And, obviously, it’s clean. There’s no so-
called greenhouse effect. And I would hope that the environmental
community would take another new look at the new nuclear power
that is out there today.

And, with that, I thank the chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman, Mr. Udall.
Mr. UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to welcome the

panel. And it’s always great, in particular, to see my colleague Mr.
Largent not in a baseball uniform throwing his big sweeping curve
ball at your head and then it ends up over the plate.

But I want to thank the panel today. One very brief comment
from a set of comments, Mr. Chairman, and I’d ask unanimous con-
sent to include my statement in the record. I’m one of the cochairs
of the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Caucus, a bipar-
tisan group. There are about 160 members in the House. And we
ought to have more members, frankly, because there are renewable
energy projects going on in almost every single congressional dis-
trict in the country.
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And when I look at the title of the hearing, ‘‘Compromising Our
National Security,’’ I think it’s important to remember that there’s
great opportunity in the renewable area and in the energy effi-
ciency area and we ought to be doing more in this Congress to in-
vest in those research and development efforts. And that, in the
long-run, would help us economically as well as making us less de-
pendent on foreign sources of oil.

The petroleum geologists tell us that the world supply of oil is
finite and eventually we’re going to run out. So, yes, we should be
doing all we can within the environmental laws and within pro-
tecting the safety of the workers and so on to extract as much oil
as possible, but we ought to be complementing that with additional
efforts in this exciting new area of renewable energy and energy ef-
ficiency.

Again, I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time and I yield back
what time I have left.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Udall follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The gentleman from Pennsylvania,
Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON. I would like to thank the panel this morning and,
I guess, remind them that I come from where it all started. I live
five miles from Great Swale where the first oil well was produced
in this country. I was actually a dug well, 68 feet deep. The oil
sand came that close to the surface where it had been oozing out
of the ground for years and the stream was called Oil Creek nearby
because there was always oil in the water, naturally.

Any way, we’re not a major player in the oil field. We were al-
ways considered the premium or Quaker State, Penzoil, where all
the major brands came from because we were a paraffin-based oil.
We still have some oil production, but I’ve lived to watch that busi-
ness pretty well wither up and dry, especially when oil became so
cheap for so long. And also with the regulations and the controls.

But I know Oklahoma, and I’d like to ask the gentleman from
Oklahoma, is a State that is one of our major producing States and
I guess, with oil being 40 percent, the recent figures I’ve seen that
40 percent of our energy today comes from oil, for all uses, mostly
transportation, but for all uses, that oil is still 40 percent of our
energy, can the spigot really be opened in a State like Oklahoma
with fair policies and fair regulations and some tax incentives?

Mr. LARGENT. I think the answer to that is absolutely. The eco-
nomics are what drive domestic producers. And, frankly, I would
like to concur with what Mr. Vento said. I didn’t read the article
that he submitted for the record, but saying that drilling will not
solve all of our energy problems, I agree with that. I don’t know
that if we open up all of these areas that we will be able to supply
100 percent of our domestic needs.

But we certainly would not be reliant to the tune that we are
today on foreign oil and I think that’s what we need to examine,
especially in light of the national security risk that it inevitably
leads to.

Mr. PETERSON. I know in Pennsylvania, 10 or 15 years ago when
the decline happened, the huge unemployment, the number, the
people. It was the working man who lost his opportunity and there
were, I don’t know, about Oklahoma, but in Pennsylvania we never
really replaced those jobs when we lost the oil patch jobs. Those
were working jobs from the average working people, blue-collar
people, who went out and worked in those fields and that was a
work force that’s never been replaced. Most of them cannot go to
work in high-tech factories. They don’t have the skills.

Mr. LARGENT. Well, I would just respond by saying that you’re
exactly right and that’s taking place in my State of Oklahoma
where 50,000 jobs have been lost here just in the last 5 years. And
what happens is not only are we losing the ability to use the equip-
ment—the drilling wells that are rusting, the drilling equipment
that’s rusting, it’s irreparable, it’s going to take years to replace
that—but we’re losing the manpower and the experience as well.
As those jobs are lost, people are moving on into other jobs, as you
would expect. And we lose that as a resource as well.

And so what I’m saying is the longer we wait and prolong moving
forward and developing a sound national energy policy, the longer
it’s going to take us to cycle back up to where we need to be.
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Mr. PETERSON. To revive your patch, we need to move quickly,
right? Thank you.

Mr. TAUZIN. Would the gentleman yield a second?
Mr. PETERSON. you bet.
Mr. TAUZIN. Just to say, one thing that’s also missing in this

equation, but we get a lot of people saying why don’t we just
produce alternatives to oil and gas? The problem is, once you’ve be-
come as dependent upon OPEC oil as we’ve become, then all the
folks who might want to go into alternative forms of energy know
that any day OPEC can drop that price just by opening their spig-
ots, they can drop it down to $8.00 a barrel, and destroy anybody
who’s invested in an alternative energy form.

So that the reliance on OPEC oil is creating a disincentive to go
out and explore other ways of producing alternative energy for
America. It’s doing the perverse effect of discouraging us to become
more dependent on alternative forms.

So, in a sense, the very people who are putting all these regula-
tions and suppressing the development of ANWR and suppressing
the development of oil and gas in our own country have built a reli-
ance now that makes it even more difficult for us to move to the
alternative forms that they recommend for the country. It killed
the goose that laid the golden egg.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman, Mr. Pombo. The gentlelady, Mrs.
Cubin.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will continue to point
out the problem of access to the public lands as we go throughout
this hearing today for purposes of energy development. There are
alternative sources that people on the other side have talked about,
for example, coal bed methane, in the State of Wyoming. This is
a huge resource. It’s a very clean-burning fuel that needs to be con-
sidered as part of our national energy policy.

But because of administration regulations, road blocks, and so
on, coal bed methane is literally going into the air because coal bed
methane, as you might expect, is methane that is in the coal
seams. And when we can’t get permits for pipelines to transport
this wonderful clean-burning fuel to markets, then there is a waste
of a resource that we could be using that is not, you know, one that
people think of right off the top of their head.

I think that access to public lands is very important and cer-
tainly Wyoming suffers from the same problems that you have de-
scribed with the oil industry, oil and gas. And I hope that we will
be able to come up with some suggestions for how much of our en-
ergy should be supplied, what percentage should be supplied,
through domestic sources, whether it’s uranium, whether it’s geo-
thermal, solar, oil and gas, coal. Whatever it is, we need to have
a policy that says this much, this percentage of production will
make us nationally secure and will provide the energy that this
country needs.

Mr. VENTO. If the gentlewoman would yield briefly?
Mrs. CUBIN. Certainly.
Mr. VENTO. Listen, obviously, on the oil issue, in the last 10

years, from 1989 to 1999, the numbers I’ve seen, actually from the
Federal lands, that the amount of oil has increased from about 16
percent to 26 percent, from the Federal lands. Now domestic pro-
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duction may have gone down and some other factors, but the ques-
tion is what are the State lands producing? What are the private?
And I think we’ve heard a little bit here about the uneconomic na-
ture of some of the wells because of tax and other incentives.

But I think that, you know, just as far oil is concerned in that
issue, you know, there hasn’t been this decline, necessarily, in the
percentage of domestic oil coming from Federal land. If anything,
it’s increased by about 10 percent from the total of domestic oil
that’s produced.

Now there are other problems outstanding, but I didn’t want——
Mrs. CUBIN. Reclaiming my time. The National Petroleum Coun-

cil, which is an advisory group to the Secretary of Energy, just pub-
lished a study that’s called, ‘‘Meeting the Challenges of the Na-
tion’s Growing Natural Gas Demand.’’

Mr. VENTO. Natural gas. That’s not oil. I’m talking about oil.
Mrs. CUBIN. That is true. That is true.
Mr. VENTO. I’m not talking about——
Mrs. CUBIN. Reclaiming my time. The principal factor is improv-

ing Federal land access. And that includes on OCS.
The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank the panel. I hope you, if you

leave this room, don’t forget it——
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Inslee wanted to comment, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, I’m sorry. You’re down at the bottom of the

well. Go ahead, Mr. Inslee.
Mr. INSLEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know you mean me no

disrespect, at least publicly, which we appreciate.
Have any of you read any recent scientific information about the

climate change issue, carbon dioxide? Is that something that’s been
on your radar screen at all? Yes, global warming phenomena?

Mr. GEKAS. The only thing I can say about global warming if, in-
deed, it is developable as a real fact, let’s assume that it is, that
would help exploration of solar energy technology that would im-
prove our capacity for using solar energy. So I see some good com-
ing from, if there is indeed global warming, of which I’m very much
skeptical. But that’s a climactic change that we’d have to take into
account in a long-term energy policy.

Mr. INSLEE. Vito, do you?
Mr. FOSELLA. Yes, to a degree I’m aware of it, yes. And I also

understand that there is some dispute in the scientific community
as to the nature of the problem and, as Mr. Gekas says, to what
extent it exists if at all.

But, if I may, just briefly articulate and it sort of comes in dif-
ferent ways listening to the respective members of this committee,
the fundamental notion of, it’s a mindset. I think the American
people want a balanced approach to meeting the demands of the
marketplace and their needs. With economic growth, with, whether
you drive a taxi or a truck or just driving your family, you know,
to the store, you want to be able to meet your needs but, at the
same time, government cannot be disconnected from the reality of
the needs of the American people.

And I think, too often, it’s knee-jerk responses, whether they’re
the nets for migratory birds or preventing the reasonable access in
Congressman Young’s district. What you find is that there is no
balance. And, at the end of the day, the American people suffer.
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Let me just give you one small example as to how the least fortu-
nate suffer the most. In my district, there’s a taxi company and for
years the gentleman who owns it had offered senior citizens a dis-
count of $2.00. Well, for the first time in 20 years, he had to elimi-
nate that discount because gas prices rising cost him about $1,200
more per week. So he was absorbing that cost all that time, but
now he could no longer afford it. So it was the senior citizen, living
on a fixed income, who suffered the most.

So, while I agree with and appreciate your efforts, I also think,
in the near-term, there’s got to be some, I guess, for lack of a better
phrase, grasp of reality that the American people and some of the
least fortunate are suffering. And if you want to take a long-term
view, fine. I think we should. But I think there is just no grasp of
what’s going on right now.

Mr. INSLEE. Let me ask you a great favor. If I sent you some-
thing about this issue, at least a short synopsis of the science on
the issue, I know you fellows are interested in energy issues, could
I ask you to read it? Could I get your agreement to take a look at
that? Because I think there are some interesting things going on
in the science recently about this issue.

I’ll send you some, because I just think it’s a beautiful day out-
side, but I think there are some things going on out there; that the
science is showing that you and I, assuming we’re back here in the
next few years need to deal with. And I just am using this oppor-
tunity to share a little——

Mr. LARGENT. If I could respond just briefly, I mean, this is one
of the real paradoxes that I’ve found in my time in Congress is that
let’s assume that global warming is taking place. And I think, you
know, that the reviews are mixed on the scientific evidence for
that, but let’s assume that that, in fact, is taking place. We know,
according to that same evidence, that one of the leading contribu-
tors to the demise of the ozone and the warming of the globe are
coal-fired generators for electricity.

If that, in fact, is the case and you’re really concerned about glob-
al warming, what is the paradox to me is to find that the same peo-
ple that are screaming global warming, global warming, you know,
the sky is falling are also the ones that are the most vehemently
opposed to the alternative sources like nuclear and like hydro.
Those are the most environmentally friendly sources. Actually, nat-
ural gas is also equally environmentally friendly, to produce elec-
tricity.

But I find the people that are screaming global warming are also
the ones that are opposed to these alternative sources that are
much more environmentally friendly. And I have not been able to
reconcile those two different perspectives.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. Before we ex-
cuse the panel, I would like to remind everybody in New Mexico
approximately 12 million years ago there was 284 feet of ice. I don’t
know how the ice got there. I have no question about that. But I
always wondered what melted the ice clear up to the North Pole.
I just want everybody to think about that a moment. The panel is
excused.

At this time, I’m going to call the Honorable J. Bennett Johnston
of Johnston & Associates; David Hayes, Deputy Secretary, U.S. De-
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partment of the Interior; Bob Gee, Assistant Secretary for Fossil
Energy, U.S. Department of Energy.

And we’re going to alternate Chairs here. Mr. Tauzin is going to
handle this Chair. Mrs. Cubin is going to handle the next Chair.
And I’ll be in and out, if you don’t mind. But Mr. Tauzin is going
to be taking the Chair. Mr. Pombo can handle the third panel, all
right?

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
JOHNSTON & ASSOCIATES, INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID J.
HAYES, DEPUTY SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE IN-
TERIOR; AND ROBERT W. GEE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
FOSSIL ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE J. BENNETT JOHNSTON

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your
kind comment. You are hale, hearty and spunky as ever. Mr. Na-
tional Parks.

And, Mr. Chairman, I must note that since I have left the Con-
gress and done an occasional bit of lobbying, I must remark at how
much better looking and smarter all of you seem now then when
I was there.

[Laughter.]
Mr. TAUZIN. [presiding] Flattery will get you everywhere.
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Chairman, I think it was in this room, I was

last here in 1995 when we were here at the Conference Committee
of the Royalty Relief Bill. At that time, oil imports were about 50
percent. Today they are 57 percent. The Energy Information Ad-
ministration says they are going to be 70 percent by the year 2020.

In the midst of that, we’ve had gasoline prices that have been
bumping on the underside of $2.00. People are pointing fingers at
one another on the television, you hear the people at the gas pump
saying it is outrageous what is happening.

And, you know, whose fault is it? Is it the President’s? Is it the
Secretary of Energy? Is it the Congress? Is it God’s? Just whose is
it? Well, the real question, Mr. Chairman, is can the Congress do
anything about it, actually and really?

I would like to suggest three things that are practical, that are
real, that ought to be done. They are, first of all, opening up
ANWR. Second, requiring drilling or allowing drilling on the Destin
Dome off Florida. And, third, renewing the Royalty Relief Bill.

I won’t go into ANWR a great deal because I know you know
about it. Let me just say this. There is not a single pound of com-
mercial seafood produced off ANWR. The sport fishery I think is
limited to Members of Congress who go there. In Louisiana, we
produce a billion pounds, more than a billion pounds, of commercial
seafood. We have hundreds of rigs that have been there for 50
years and more and have never done any harm.

Now you can believe that ANWR is the Serengeti if you want to.
I’ve been there five times. Believe me, Serengeti, it is not. I’ve
never seen a polar bear. I’ve never seen a brown bear. I’ve seen a
few musk ox, not many. They were, by the way, an imported ani-
mal. They’re not native. And if you believe that the Caribou herd
is a problem, I say, look at the great experiment which took place
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right next door in Prudhoe Bay where the caribou herd increase 7
times over.

Mr. Chairman, to say that it is too fragile, that it is too dan-
gerous to drill in ANWR when we do it out in the greatest fish
hatchery in the world, the Gulf of Mexico, is absurd and I would
hope the Congress would recognize that.

Second, Destin Dome. There are, according to the Department of
Energy, 2.6 trillion cubic feet of dry natural gas about 25 miles off-
shore. It has been declared by the State of Florida to be incon-
sistent with their coastal zone management program. And briefs
are now being filed. The Secretary of Commerce will make a ruling
on that I think in August. This being an election year, you can
guess how it will probably come down because, bipartisanly in Flor-
ida, they believe this is a danger.

Now, Mr. Chairman, this is dry natural gas. You cannot see it
from the shore of Florida. It would be pipelined into the Mobile Bay
area. It would be serviced from Alabama. How anyone can, with a
straight face, say that this is a danger to the fishery out there
when you’ve got, as I say, 2 billion pounds of seafood over 50 years
with hundreds of rigs that have never hurt anything off Louisiana.
It’s simply absurd.

Mr. Chairman, if the Congress can have a willing suspension of
disbelief and allow Floridians, on a bipartisan basis, to say that
there is this imaginary danger which prevents 2.6 trillion cubic feet
of natural gas from being brought in, which is badly needed and
a great solution to this clean air problem, then, Mr. Chairman,
when people whose fault is it, everyone should point at himself.

Finally, royalty relief. Charts one and two connected to my state-
ment show the vast increase in drilling on the Outer Continental
Shelf of the deepwater that occurred immediately after the passage
of the royalty relief bill. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is a new article
just out yesterday that actually hasn’t been published by Andrew
Derman and Daniel Johnston and I would ask that that be distrib-
uted if it has not.

It examines this question of royalty relief in great detail and
comes to the conclusion that the Royalty Relief Bill was, in fact,
the reason or one of the principal reasons, for the huge upsurge in
drilling in the Outer Continental Shelf. You know it is the only
place in America where there has been a real upsurge in drilling.
It will be $9.5 billion by the year 2005 in drilling alone, not to men-
tion bonuses and royalties and income taxes paid.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this committee ought to hold hearings
and go in depth, ask NMS, ask DOE, to come up and testify about
what the effect of it is. Because if it is as important as I believe
it is, as the figures seem to show, then it ought to be continued.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Johnston follows:]
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Mr. TAUZIN. The Chair thanks you, Senator Johnston. We will
now recognize David Hayes, Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior. Mr. Hayes.

STATEMENT OF DAVID HAYES

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. I have a written that I would appreciate entering into the
record.

Mr. TAUZIN. Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. HAYES. Thank you.
I’d like to talk briefly, orally, Mr. Chairman and members, about

the issue of oil and gas production on Federal lands. As Congress-
man Vento has accurately explained, in this administration, oil and
gas production on Federal lands has increased steadily.

In 1992, for example, 500 million barrels of oil per day were pro-
duced on Federal lands. Today, that number is at least 100 million
barrels per day higher. In 1992, 19 percent of our energy supply
was supplied by energy from Federal lands. Today, the Federal
lands provide more than 26 percent of the energy supply of the
United States.

And there are some areas both offshore and onshore that illus-
trate the activity that is leading to these increases in energy pro-
duction. Let me mention the offshore first and reference what Sen-
ator Johnston talked about as well.

Senator Johnston, of course, was a leader in the Deepwater Roy-
alty Relief Act and that has had a dramatic impact on oil and gas
production out of the Gulf of Mexico. From 1992 to 1997, leasing
activity in the Gulf of Mexico has increased tenfold. The Depart-
ment of the Interior, through the Minerals Management Service,
has had a very active leasing program. We’ve had a 50 percent in-
crease in oil production from the Gulf in the last 6 years.

Currently, 1.34 million barrels of oil per day are coming from the
Gulf and the number continues to go up. 40 million acres of Fed-
eral offshore lands are currently under lease. 7,600 of these are in
the Gulf. 1,500 are elsewhere.

Three weeks ago, there was a very successful lease sale in the
Gulf, the latest example of our policy of opening up the Gulf, pur-
suant to current law and regulation. We received 469 bids on 344
blocks. In fact, I should mention that, in terms of offshore produc-
tion, in the 7-years of the Clinton Administration, we have now ex-
ceeded the numbers of acres leased as was leased during the entire
Reagan administration. In the past 7 years, we have leased over
34 million acres of Federal offshore lands for production.

Onshore, we also are engaged in significant activity. The Bureau
of Land Management, which is our primary land holding agency,
has leased over 28,000 leases and approved over 15,000 permits to
drill since 1993. It has concentrated its effort in the area of great-
est potential. We expect to process more than 1,000 applications for
permits to drill in the Powder River Basin this year, by way of ex-
ample.

Also the Bureau of Land Management expedited an environ-
mental review that led to the approval of the opening of nearly 4
million acres of additional lands in Alaska in the National Petro-
leum Reserve for oil and gas exploration.
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We are busy. We think it’s appropriate that the Federal lands
play their part in meeting our energy security.

I must say, though, that I disagree with Senator Johnston on one
point. The administration believes that oil and gas exploration
should not occur everywhere. And when it comes to Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, as I explained further in my written testimony, we
do not believe that it’s appropriate to initiate oil and gas investiga-
tions in that area.

The Arctic Refuge is the only place in the United States where
the full spectrum of Arctic and Sub-Arctic ecosystems is protected
in an unbroken continuum. The largest caribou herd in the United
States by far, 160,000 caribou, are in the narrow Arctic plain,
which is the only area that is being targeted for oil and gas produc-
tion. It is the most sensitive area of the entire 19 million acre Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge.

We believe it is appropriate to explore and drill in the Arctic,
hence our recent affirmation and opening up of major new lands in
the National Petroleum Reserve. In fact, that led to, last year, a
lease bonus sale of over $100 million for those new lands that have
yet to produce but that are now open for additional domestic explo-
ration and production.

I will close there. I will mention one thing if I can, in closing,
the last 3 seconds. Actually, I’ll save that for questions. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hayes follows:]

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00099 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



96

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00100 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



97

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00101 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



98

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00102 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



99

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



100

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00104 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



101

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



102

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00106 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



103

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00107 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



104

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



105

Mr. TAUZIN. The Chair thanks you, Mr. Hayes. And, finally, I’ll
recognize Mr. Bob Gee, the Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy
for the U.S. Department of Energy. Mr. Gee.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. GEE

Mr. GEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. I’ve submitted a statement for the record.

Mr. TAUZIN. Without objection, it’s submitted for the record.
Mr. GEE. And I’ll take only a few minutes to summarize it.
The recent volatility in the domestic and global petroleum mar-

ket remind us again that energy is an integral facet of everyday
life and that every American can still be affected by actions that
occur well outside of our borders. The most recent spike in oil
prices was the result of attempts by both OPEC and non-OPEC
producing countries to compensate for the 1998 plunge in oil prices.
Unfortunately, the production cuts imposed by these countries
came at the same time the recovery in Asia began to push demand
back up.

Extreme market volatility, volatility which is neither good for the
energy consumer nor good in the long-run for the energy producer.
High home heating oil prices created hardships for many Ameri-
cans living on modest incomes and for other energy consumers. At
the same time, the wild swings in oil prices have created difficul-
ties for the nation’s oil producers. When prices were low, domestic
production dropped off and jobs were lost. Even when prices re-
bounded, financial markets have remained cautious and money
continues to be tight. Reinvestment in the domestic industry con-
tinues and has been fully materialized.

I’ve outlined in my formal statement several guiding principles
of our energy policy that are geared to restoring market stability.
They include both short-term efforts, such as the diplomatic initia-
tives successfully pursued in recent weeks by Energy Secretary
Richardson, and longer term efforts to increase production from our
considerable domestic energy resources.

Several of the most important domestic initiatives include Sec-
retary Richardson’s direction to renegotiate delivery schedules for
royalty crude oil coming into our strategic petroleum reserve. This
has made more oil available to the market this spring and, in re-
turn, you will receive more oil for the reserve later this fall.

The President’s call on Congress to reauthorize the strategic pe-
troleum reserve, the authorities to which have been allowed to
lapse. The President’s support for legislation to create a regional
heating oil reserve. Several new tax incentives to stimulate domes-
tic oil and gas production and to diversify domestic energy supplies.

And the continued investment in better technology that can boost
domestic oil and gas exploration and production. It is this latter
area, better technology, that I believe offers our best hope for a
long-term future and greater price stability.

The track record shows, Mr. Chairman, that investment in tech-
nology pays off. Technology has helped double the odds that an ex-
ploratory well will find producible reserves. And when producible
reserves are found, technology has greatly increased their quan-
tities.
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In the 1970’s, an exploratory well, on average, added about
10,000 barrels of new reserves. Today an exploratory well adds
about 40,000 barrels of new reserves. Technology has helped reduce
the footprint of oil and gas operations. When Prudhoe Bay was first
drilled, for example, the well pad required about 65 acres. Today
the well pad needs less than 10 acres. Today horizontal drilling al-
lows producers to reach multiple targets from a single well pad.
With extended reach drilling, those targets can be miles away from
the surface well.

Seismic energy has been improved, providing resolutions many
times better than just a decade or so ago. In the Gulf of Mexico
where 3–D seismic has proven so valuable, we are now are seeing
the application of 4–D seismic, adding time to the data set. In one
instance, this has increased reservoir recovery to a previously un-
heard of 70 percent.

Drilling and production rates are moving into greater and great-
er depths and, increasingly, we are producing both oil and espe-
cially natural gas from formations that were unreachable a few
years ago. These technology advances could not have come at a bet-
ter time because our demand for liquid and gaseous fuels continues
to grow.

In the last 15 years, our appetite for oil in this country has in-
creased by 20 percent. In the next 15 years, our demand for nat-
ural gas is likely to increase by a third or more. There is little
doubt that meeting this demand will require better technology and,
equally importantly, it will require access to areas where that tech-
nology can be applied.

The Department of Energy continues to strongly support ration-
al, responsible, and environmentally protected development of en-
ergy resources on Federal lands. We recognize that some areas
have environmental concerns such that, as a matter of policy, pre-
clude development. Such is the case with the Arctic National Wild-
life Reserve.

Yet there are other areas that offer considerable potential for en-
vironmentally sound oil and gas operations. For example, as noted,
we supported the opening of the northeastern portion of the Na-
tional Petroleum Reserve in Alaska. And later this month, we will
hold a workshop in Anchorage to review the latest technologies for
carrying out oil and gas operations in this and other Arctic environ-
ments.

In a similar vein, we are working with both State and Federal
land management agencies to resolve environmental concerns in
the Rocky Mountain area. This area was highlighted by the Na-
tional Petroleum Council in its recent study on natural gas.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we’ve taken several steps to return to the
private sector those oil and gas properties which the Department
of Energy had previously held as part of the Naval Petroleum and
Oil Shale Reserves. In 1998, as you are aware, Mr. Chairman, we
sold the Elk Hills Petroleum Reserve in California in the largest
divestiture of Federal property in our history.

This year, Secretary Richardson has proposed returning the
84,000 acre Naval Oil Shale Reserve in Utah to the Northern Ute
Indian Tribe in what would be the largest voluntary return of Fed-
eral land to Native Americans in more than a century. There may
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be considerable gas potential on this property and it is appropriate
that the Utes have the opportunity to benefit from its development.

These actions, Mr. Chairman, demonstrate our belief that the
private sector is best able to develop our natural energy resources
most effectively in an environmentally sound manner. We will con-
tinue to work with our colleagues at the Department of Interior
and others to share with them the advances being made daily in
science and technology as they make future decisions regarding de-
velopment of Federal lands.

This concludes my opening statement, Mr. Chairman, and I’ll be
pleased to answer any questions you may have. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gee follows:]
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Mr. TAUZIN. The Chair thanks the gentleman and the Chair now
yields to the chairman of the committee, Mr. Young, of Alaska for
a round of questions.

The CHAIRMAN. [presiding] I know your position as far as the ad-
ministration goes. And I want to thank the panel. I did hear some
of your testimony in the back room. I was meeting with some other
people back there. I did like, Senator, your testimony was excellent.
I want you to know that.

[Laughter.]
The administration’s, you know. Since I can’t really believe this

administration has any desire to produce any oil. You wouldn’t
have taken increased the royalties, which you did, ironically, just
as the prices started hiking.

You have not let any public lands available for oil exploration.
And you may say PET Four, but not the areas that we chose. And
I have to say this and I’m going to say it again. I said it when we
were talking about the pipeline. I’ve heard this argument 95 per-
cent of Alaska is open for, in fact, I think you said it before Dan
Murkowski’s committee, is open for drilling, which is not true.

And, unfortunately, there’s some thought in the administration
that just because you can drill there, that there might be oil there.
I’ve often said that just because a pool table is green, there’s no
rabbits. And yet there’s some idea—I hope nobody caught that, for
god’s sakes, but that’s what the administration thinks, that they
can drill because there’s the land available.

The lands we identified in PET Four were not the lands, by the
way, that you let be open for oil drilling. The bids were very mini-
mal compared to what we thought they should have been because
you wouldn’t give us the areas that we thought were best. That’s
beside the point.

But, in your testimony, I would happen to agree that the caribou
herd that you mentioned is probably the largest one. But what is
the number of caribou right now in Prudhoe Bay? Anybody like to
address that?

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I believe it’s quite a small fraction of
the porcupine herd. I believe it’s about 20,000 compared to 260,000.

The CHAIRMAN. But the reason I asked that question: How many
caribou were there before we drilled Prudhoe Bay?

Mr. HAYES. I’m not aware of the exact numbers. The number
fluctuate significantly.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I understand that. But, see, that’s why be
aware. We heard the same arguments given in this committee. I
was sitting down where Mr. Simpson is sitting, by the way, and
Mr. Staggers was sitting up here. The same arguments, same
story, 25,000 caribou. And how many did you say were in the bay?

Mr. HAYES. There are about 20,000.
The CHAIRMAN. That’s amazing to me. And my god, we drilled

and they multiplied. Let us drill some more.
[Laughter.]
I mean, and we even built walkways, by the way, for those who

don’t know. We required the pipeline to have walkways over it so
the caribou could walk over and go from one side of the pipeline
to the other. It costs us $28 million to build those walkways.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00123 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



120

To this day, no one’s ever found a walkway that’s being used by
caribou. Now goats used it a couple of times. But the most amazing
thing is, guess what the caribou do? They walk under it and rub
their backs to get rid of those boils on their backs on the pipeline.
But we spent $20 million doing it.

And, to our knowledge, most of the wildlife—and I’d say all of the
wildlife—in the area have increased, not decreased, because of the
activity and because of the inactivity of taking game in that area.

And so we hear the argument about ANWR, it doesn’t hold
water. You know, it’s a terrible idea that we’re going to destroy
that area, which is nonsense. The refuge, 19 million acres, that’s
the size of the refuge, right? 19 million acres? OK. How many acres
are we actually going to use in that refuge to develop ANWR if it’s
opened?

Mr. HAYES. The Arctic Plain is less than 1 million acres, but it
is, as I mentioned in the oral testimony, our belief is it’s a key acre-
age in terms of the biology of the refuge.

The CHAIRMAN. But that’s no more different than any other is,
including Prudhoe Bay. It’s exactly the same and we’ve done no
damage.

Now you’ve got less than 1 million acres. Probably less than
12,000. Probably less than 3,000 total acres is going to be dis-
turbed. They could deliver oil to the pipeline 64, 74 miles away.

And, by the way, we can sit in this room. All you people who are
against this or for it, whatever it is. It is going to be opened. It is
going to be developed. And anybody that doesn’t think that is
smoking pot. Right up in front of everybody, it’s going to happen.
The difference is will it happen under stress or will it happen
under due diligence?

I was, again, sitting right down there. We opened the pipeline.
We built the pipeline in 3 years. Should have taken us probably 10
years. Because why did we build it? Because we were short, Mr.
Bennett was here, we were short of oil and OPEC was enforcing
their stranglehold on our throats. And we built it and delivered the
oil, 2 million barrels a day; 1976 it began.

Why can’t the administration think about the future? This is not
the Serengeti everybody says it is. That’s nonsense. I’ve been there.
I’ve walked it. I’ve seen it. Now if you go a little bit further south,
it is. It’s gorgeous. And I think maybe you ought to look at it. Have
you been up there?

Mr. HAYES. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. When were you up there?
Mr. HAYES. Last summer.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, I love you guys. You go up in the summer-

time?
[Laughter.]
Ah. Why don’t you go up in the wintertime when the wind’s

blowing 40 miles a hour? And you could stand out there and say,
my god, this is beautiful.

[Laughter.]
Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I was scheduled to go in February,

but I had to testify in front of this committee that day.
[Laughter.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, I tell you, I want to thank—not in front of
me you didn’t.

Mr. HAYES. No. I believe it was Mr. Doolittle’s subcommittee.
The CHAIRMAN. No, not in front of me. But I do believe next time

I’ll make sure—you won’t be around—but I’ll make sure that the
next guy who wants to go see this area, which I say is really—I’m
going to make sure you get up there in the middle of January.
We’ll cancel the hearings. And then I want you to stand there and
tell me how gorgeous.

And, by the way, I have to say this in all seriousness, because
I mentioned it will be developed. I’ve had some great ideas and I
bet the oil people in the audience won’t like this, if you really want
to reserve, you really want to control those OPEC countries, you
develop it. You explore. You sell the leases. You explore it. You de-
velop. You tie it in. And I’d even be willing to pay the oil companies
not to pump the oil.

We can produce 2,200,000 barrels a day with that pipeline, if we
had the refineries to refine the oil. But we could do that. That’s a
true reserve, not SPR or whatever you want to call it. We don’t
have the refineries that they can do that.

But we would have that on line and say, OK, you guys think you
can raise the price like you’ve done. We’re going to take and
produce another 1,200,000 and we would lower the prices. And
that’s why, it’s not just you, I did pass it in 1995 and you guys ve-
toed it. I had trouble to do it before. Very nearly had it happen be-
fore.

But I’m just saying the administration, I understand why. I un-
derstand the makeup of your administration. The environmental
community, they can direct and pull your strings, but it is wrong
for this nation. That area should be explored, sold, explored, and
developed, and hooked it.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Mr. Senator, go right ahead.
Mr. JOHNSTON. I took a bunch of senators up there a few years

ago and one of them got up there and looked around at that barren
landscape and said, my gosh, if I told the people in my barrooms
back home that we couldn’t drill here and we were going to be
short of oil and I was going to be responsible for that, they’d laugh
me out of the barroom. Lo and behold, that senator ended up vot-
ing against us because, you know, some of her people thought it
was Serengeti. But those who have been there know it is not.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I appreciate that, Senator, and before I fin-
ish I have to say that when we were fighting this battle in 1995,
they had some posters put out, the Sierra Club put them out, and
I loved it. They had a wolf laying next to a caribou calf. Now that’s
a cold day in January when that will ever happen. Or July, I don’t
know which way you want to see it. That was a great—good in
Philadelphia. Good in San Francisco, New York, and maybe DC.,
but not in reality. And I do appreciate your coming. Gentleman.

Mr. TAUZIN. Fair to say you’d find rabbits in a pool table before
you’d see that happen.

Mr. VENTO. The gentleman reminds me of my mentor, Mr. Udall,
and he always said that the lion may lay down with the lamb, but
the lamb isn’t going to get much sleep.
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[Laughter.]
Well, I think there are a lot of issues here. Obviously, my chair-

man has pointed out the volatility or the dynamic nature and crash
of caribou populations that exist there. He pointed out that even
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game in 1995 revealed a 23
percent decline in the population of the central Arctic herd around
Prudhoe Bay and then a 41 percent decline in the caribou herd in
the vicinity of the Kubak field.

So, I mean, they do go up and down, clearly. The presence of car-
ibou might represent the absence of our friend the grey wolf and/
or bear and other predators. So there are a lot of factors that get
into this that we kind of take and turn around to suit what our
needs are.

And I’d say, though, that this area which we’re debating here,
this 1.5 million acres is something we set aside in the Alaska
Lands Act that we have to make a decision upon. Obviously, I favor
it being declared wilderness and 170 sponsors in the House favor
that, along with a pretty close margin in the Senate, as we know,
favor not opening this up and continuing the protection.

I think the issues here in terms of going to what’s happened in
Prudhoe Bay are important. I have information that indicates that,
since it was opened in 1977—and I have an interest in this. My
brothers were part of the 3-year welding team that put that pipe-
line together, I might say. They’re ironworkers who said if I had
behaved myself, I could have had a good job like their’s.

[Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. That’s not the area that’s leaking is it?
[Laughter.]
Mr. VENTO. I don’t think so. You could probably have them up

there and check up on it. I think it’s probably those caribou rub-
bing against it that are causing it.

But, in any case, we obviously have some firsthand knowledge,
through their experiences, about this issue and about some of the
events. And I’ve visited in both the winter and the summer, Mr.
Chairman. I must say, it’s more fun in the summer, but there’s no
place like it in the world, that’s for sure. And it’s sort of an Arctic
desert, as was implied here, when you talked loosely about ice
roads and talked about the problems in building paths and, you
know, mining gravel out of whatever part of the Brooks Range has
been carried down toward the ocean. We’re talking about a very
fragile environment.

It’s an area that’s almost a window on the Ice Age. And we don’t
have much of that left anywhere in the world. And, obviously, some
of us think a little bit of preservation. So I don’t look at the Great
Rift Valley or the Serengeti, Bennett, but I look at it as something
a little different. So I don’t need to carry on. You know what my
passion is here.

But the issue is we’ve got a lot of problems we haven’t resolved
up there in Prudhoe. As Mr. Hayes knows, he points out in his tes-
timony, that we’ve got air pollution problems. He didn’t have time
to give that information, Mr. Chairman, orally, but it’s in his writ-
ten statement. He points out there’s how many oil spills that we’ve
had in Prudhoe Bay, Mr. Hayes? Can you give us any indication
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of that in the last 23 years? There have been hundreds, haven’t
there?

Mr. HAYES. We have had hundreds. And there was just a felony
conviction 2 months ago, a $15 million fine against BP for some en-
vironmental violations.

The CHAIRMAN. May I suggest, respectfully, that is nonsense.
What size oil——

Mr. VENTO. Well, I’m just trying to get to the bottom of it——
The CHAIRMAN. I’ll get to the bottom of it. I will check your testi-

mony and I want you to verify it. An oil spill is a teardrop to you.
Now don’t be telling me there’s oil spills there.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I have, you know, my information
tells me that there have been 640-some oil spills.

The CHAIRMAN. You drop one drop of oil, it’s considered an oil
spill. And I want to tell you, go down the street and look at any
automobile and I’ll tell you there’s an oil spill under every auto-
mobile in this town. Right now. Including your car.

Mr. VENTO. Just relax. Enjoy your yogurt there.
[Laughter.]
Mr. TAUZIN. And don’t be spilling it.
Mr. VENTO. I don’t want you to get indigestion, Mr. Chairman.
But the issue that we’ve had a phenomena going on with the air

quality conditions that are rather unique, haven’t we, Mr. Hayes?
Mr. HAYES. Yes, certainly. In terms of there have been emissions

from the field. There also have been emissions down in Valdes.
But, quite frankly, Congressman, it is the point you made earlier.

We do not object to the activities in Prudhoe Bay. We are proposing
that there be additional drilling in the National Petroleum Reserve.
We have $100 million that’s been put on the table by oil companies
to take advantage of the opening.

The primary point is that this is the only place on the entire
North Slope where Congress has said no to drilling. We think this
area should be kept pristine.

The CHAIRMAN. Point of information. Would you tell me when
has the Congress said no?

Mr. VENTO. In the law.
The CHAIRMAN. The law does not say that, now. The law says

that Congress can make that decision. We made that decision that
it would be drilled and you vetoed it.

Mr. HAYES. Well, NWLCA has a explicit provision that expressly
says——

The CHAIRMAN. And NWLCA says that area, the ANWR, shall be
opened if the Congress says so. It did not set it aside. Now read
the law.

Mr. VENTO. It’s a rather reserved negative, Mr. Chairman. In
any case, that’s a distinction, maybe, without a difference. But it
is, obviously, reserved to Congress for a future decision to do that
which precludes it from being done at this point.

I just wanted to point out that the temperatures in the Arctic,
for instance, have, on a Fahrenheit basis, apparently increased al-
most three degrees in the past few decades. So that there are some
changes going on, whether we think it’s a larger part of a global
phenomena and other factors is to be debated. Obviously, there is
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a pretty significant body of information that we could look at to
make decisions about this.

One of the questions I raised earlier in my testimony, unrelated
to this, Mr. Hayes, and I don’t know where your responsibility is
here, but it had to do with due diligence and the amount of leases
that have been out. You pointed out 34 million acres of new leasing
on the Outer Continental Shelf largely, I think, for gas, as my
friend and colleague from Wyoming has pointed out, the numbers
there are going up where the Federal Government produces about
30 percent of it.

But what about oil? That’s sort of the nexus of what we’re talk-
ing about here. Oil leases have gone up, as you pointed out, signifi-
cantly. But what about this question of due diligence and the
amount of land or the amount of acreage under leases today, to-
tally, between all of the different land management agencies and
the national government? For oil purposes, can you give me a num-
ber there? You obviously pointed out 4 million new acres in the Na-
tional Petroleum Reserve.

But the question is, and, of course, my beyond that question is,
are we, in fact, gaining performance, adequate performance, out of
these particular leases that we’re putting out? Or are we just build-
ing up somebody’s portfolio of leases? In other words, what type of
pressure should we be putting on them in terms of obtaining the
type of domestic production from national lands? So can you give
me a ringing defense of the Clinton Administration’s aggressive
conduct with regards to this?

Mr. TAUZIN. [presiding] Other gentlemen have comments, so ring
it quickly.

Mr. HAYES. I’ll answer very quickly, Congressman, and I will get
the information to you specifically about how much acreage is
available. And I could probably—Mr. Gee could probably answer
this better than I. Our sense is that the major limiting factor in
terms of increased oil and gas production on Federal lands has
been the low price of oil over the last several years. Obviously, oil
has spiked up and now there is more of a financial incentive to do
more activity, but there is an enormous amount of lease holdings
available for production that is not being taken advantage of and
probably the largest factor has been the price.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, just to point out. My point is not just
what is under lease, but whether we need to do more in terms of
due diligence. I understand market factors indicate the prices and
what the demand is, but the question is how much is already out
there and has not really even been explored, much less developed.

Mr. TAUZIN. Well, the gentleman’s time has expired. Now the
Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Wyoming, Mrs. Cubin.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There’s one thing that I
would like to say that Chairman Young and I have in common. We
have a lot of things in common, but one is that sometimes our pas-
sion is mistaken for anger and so I just wanted to say that because,
you know, he really got totally out of hand there for a minute.

[Laughter.]
And I agreed with every single word you said.
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes, will the gentlelady yield for just a moment?
I have to go, but I’ve got to go back to my friend. You said you were
in ANWR?

Mr. HAYES. I was in the North Slope.
The CHAIRMAN. You were not in ANWR?
Mr. HAYES. No, I’m sorry. I thought you were wondering if I was

up there.
The CHAIRMAN. You were not in ANWR?
Mr. HAYES. No, I was in the North Slope. That’s correct.
The CHAIRMAN. But you were not in ANWR?
Mr. HAYES. That’s correct.
The CHAIRMAN. You didn’t see the Serengeti Plain?
Mr. HAYES. No, I did not.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, everybody had the illusion you were there.

That was my interpretation.
Mr. HAYES. I apologize if you misunderstood or if I

miscommunicated. Second, Mr. Chairman, if I can——
The CHAIRMAN. Not yet. I’ve got to go.
Mr. HAYES. OK.
The CHAIRMAN. The Canadian government opposes this, right?
Mr. HAYES. Pardon me?
The CHAIRMAN. The Canadian government opposes drilling in

ANWR.
Mr. HAYES. Yes, that’s my understanding.
The CHAIRMAN. The National Congress of American Indians op-

poses this.
Mr. HAYES. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The Tanana Chiefs Conference?
Mr. HAYES. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. The Council of Alasabasken Tribal Groups? The

Episcopal Church and other numerous religious organizations? But
why I want to question this is out of all those groups, only two peo-
ple oppose it that you mentioned. The rest of them outside the
United States, including the Canadian government. Is that correct?

Mr. HAYES. Yes. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. In other words, the Canadian government is dic-

tating our energy policy.
Mr. HAYES. No. No. It’s meant, Mr. Chairman, as an illustration,

of some of the many folks who are concerned about potential drill-
ing. Probably the most relevant of those groups are the
Alasabaskens, the Gwich’in native folks.

The CHAIRMAN. OK. The other thing is the Saudi Arabians are
against this too, aren’t they?

Mrs. CUBIN. Reclaiming my time.
Mr. TAUZIN. The Chair will start the gentlelady’s time again and

we’ll commence.
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And Chairman Young’s

points really bolster mine. I guess they team up, if you will. In your
oral testimony, you talked about how more production is taking
place on Federal lands as if to disprove my assertions that access
to public lands is the No. 1 problem that we face.

And I have to point out that the production you are referring to
is, No. 1, OCS production and, No. 2, PET Four production and
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permits for PET Four and so what I’m asking you is show me the
money in the Lower 48. It isn’t there. It is plain not there.

Last year, we appropriated, I’m referring to coal bed methane, I
mean, do you dispute me that in the Lower 48 it isn’t there? It is
happening at PET Four. It is happening on the Outer Continent
Shelf, the oil production, but it is not happening in the Lower 48.

Mr. HAYES. It certainly is true that most of the increase in pro-
duction is offshore, Louisiana, and——

Mrs. CUBIN. And don’t you think that that truly is a distortion
of the reality when I talk about access to public lands? I’m talking
about acres in the Rocky Mountain States. Gas, for example.
Northern Montana. Gloria Flora put off-limits the most highly pro-
spective area for natural gas production in the Lower 48.

Last year, for Fiscal Year 2000, we—and I worked very hard to
get this appropriation, $2.5 million earmarked for APDs for the
coal bed methane project in the Powder River Basin. Out of that
money, 11 new employee—and I realize they needed more employ-
ees, and that’s why I, you know, worked so hard for the appropria-
tion.

But out of that, they bought 12 new trucks and hired 11 more
people and before the ink on the EIS was even dry, they came to
realize that the cumulative effects of the coal bed methane develop-
ment that the BLM did have to acknowledge that the number of
wells that they had studied was already spoken for and so now
they’re requiring a new EIS which, again, the industry will pay for.

So what happened to the other $2.5 million? Is there any way
BLM can reprogram some of that money to get some more of those
permitted?

The problem is that the BLM wasn’t forward-looking enough in
their overall environmental look at the whole area to address this.
So now producers, explorers, are in a position that they can’t move
forward. And it is causing a horrible hardship in Wyoming.

Mr. HAYES. Congressman, I’m not aware of that specific issue.
I’m happy to look into it. I passed a note in terms of onshore nat-
ural gas production, which was one of your questions of whether
there’s really been onshore increases in natural gas production.
And since 1992——

Mrs. CUBIN. And oil.
Mr. HAYES. And oil.
Mrs. CUBIN. And permitting.
Mr. HAYES. Sure. Sure. But just a point of fact, the natural gas

production has increased, onshore, in the Lower 48 from 1.2 trillion
cubic feet in 1992 to 2.0 trillion cubic feet in 1999.

I don’t deny your point, though, Congresswoman. And certainly
there are individual cases where access has been difficult on Fed-
eral lands. There’s no question about it and there’s certainly some
cases where access is essentially being denied, like the Arctic Ref-
uge. But we are trying to work with the industry to increase pro-
duction where appropriate.

Mrs. CUBIN. You know what bothers me about your testimony,
Mr. Hayes? It’s that I generally think assessing blame is not a con-
structive thing to do. When we find ourselves in a situation that
is damaging to ourselves personally, to our families, to our country,
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that assessing blame for getting in that situation, generally, isn’t
constructive.

What is constructive is looking at the current situation, the facts
that are at hand, and trying to figure out a way to get out of it.
And what I got, and I recognize that if people can misinterpret Mr.
Young’s and my passion for anger that, you know, I can misinter-
pret your testimony today, but it seems to me that rather than the
administration saying let’s really do something about access to pub-
lic lands.

I mean, this was an agency that advises the Secretary of Energy
that said access is the problem. Instead of accepting that and say-
ing let’s look at it, it seems that this administration only defends
the things that have happened in the past that are currently hap-
pening today in my State I know instead of trying to move forward.
And I would just implore you and the agency to try to move for-
ward.

And if the chairman would just grant me one question for Mr.
Gee. Wyoming, as you know, I said earlier that we have to address
all forms of energy in order to meet our national security needs and
our energy consumption needs for our standard of living.

The Department of Energy has the authority, jurisdiction, I don’t
know what you want to call it, to offer grants for studying coal
technology so that, you know, coal would be a more friendly fuel
to the atmosphere. Wyoming is far and away the largest producer
of coal, as you know. And yet a very, very small fraction of the
money that is given for research into coal technology has ever been
seen by the State of Wyoming.

And I realize that, politically speaking, we have one representa-
tive and two senators, but I think there is coal technology for effi-
ciency in burning coal that is just as important as clean coal tech-
nology for those fuels that have a higher sulphur content. And I
would just ask the DOE to be more open-minded and look at, you
know, the consumption of coal that comes out of the Powder River
Basin and help us fund research so that it can be a more efficient
fuel, not just an environmentally friendly fuel, but more efficient
and, thereby, more environmentally friendly. Thank you.

Mr. TAUZIN. The gentleman may respond.
Mr. GEE. I may respond? I appreciate your suggestions. What my

testimony points out is that of our key tenets of our energy strat-
egy, and we can debate whether that’s a well-thought-out strategy,
is fuel diversification. And it does still continue to recognize the im-
portance of coal in our energy portfolio. We have, in fact, asked for
more coal research and development appropriations in this latest
budget request.

We also have, you should know, some ongoing solicitations for
various projects for existing programs that are now being looked at
to increase energy efficiency in coal generation and in clean coal
technology. So, certainly, to the extent that you have some con-
stituents who have some worthwhile proposals that we ought to
look at, we would certainly be happy to.

And I understand the spirit of your remarks. We don’t look to see
whether a particular State has one or two or three Members of
Congress.
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We look at the merits of the particular proposal. If it makes good
sense from a scientific and energy technology standpoint, we look
at it. If we think that those benefits that would come from a par-
ticular research project are going to benefit not just your constitu-
ents, but the country as a whole in continuing to maintain a di-
verse energy resource portfolio mix, if we think it’s a worthwhile
project, we’ll certainly be happy to talk to you and to any project
sponsors that might be in your State that would be of interest in
working with us.

Mrs. CUBIN. And I’d like to add, as may well be expected, from
my point of view, the Department of Energy has been much more
conscious of trying to find solutions to our national energy prob-
lems than the BLM and the Forest Service. And I think we need
to work together as a team.

Mr. GEE. On that, my I add——
Mr. TAUZIN. We’ve got some bills. Let me ask the gentlelady, I’m

going to put her in the Chair in just a second. I have to testify——
Mrs. CUBIN. And then I’m just going to talk on and on as I want

to.
Mr. TAUZIN. Let me ask the gentleman if he would hold his re-

sponse. I need to do one thing before I leave though, very quickly.
Mr. Hayes, your testimony says that the Department has seen
great success in the Outer Continental Shelf program since the en-
actment of the Oil Relief Act. Does your Department support reau-
thorization of the Act?

Mr. HAYES. We supported the legislation when Mr. Johnston—
and I don’t think it’s been presented to the administration for a po-
sition yet.

Mr. TAUZIN. So you have no position as yet?
Mr. HAYES. I am not authorized, no. I don’t believe it’s been sent

to the administration for a position.
Mr. TAUZIN. Steve, do you have a position on the reauthorization

of the Act?
Mr. GEE. Reauthorization of the—excuse me, what was the ques-

tion?
Mr. TAUZIN. Reauthorization of the Deepwater Royalty Relief

Act.
Mr. GEE. We don’t currently have a position on that as a depart-

ment, Congressman. We’re working with the Department of the In-
terior and discussing what are the relevant facts.

Mr. TAUZIN. It would be very good if both of you could seek some
guidance from your departments to give this committee some infor-
mation on it. As one of the recommendations Mr. Johnston’s made,
we’d like to hear your recommendations, also.

The Chair recognizes for 5 minutes Mr. Faleomavaega and will
put Mrs. Cubin in the Chair.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, would like
to offer my personal welcome to Senator Johnston to the committee
and someone that I certainly have the utmost respect for over the
years and when he served as chairman of the Senate Energy &
Natural Resources Committee. And I would really like to add my
thank you for all of the help that you’ve given, especially to the in-
sular areas.
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And, of course, welcome Secretary Hayes and Secretary Gee for
their comments and their responses. Nothing pleases me more than
to have than Chairman Young and the gentleman from Minnesota
always having a very interesting dialog when it comes to issues ref-
erencing the environment and the oil industry.

I read a couple of years ago that our country currently consumes
about one-third of the world’s energy resources. I don’t know if it’s
every day or every year, but I wanted to know if there was any
truth in that. Do you have any statistics as to exactly how much
our nation consumes per year as far as all the world’s energy sup-
ply is concerned?

Mr. Gee might have some reference for that.
Mr. GEE. I have heard, Congressman, I have heard that, roughly

the same number. It is true that because we are the most industri-
alized and developed country in the world, it would not surprise me
that our total aggregate consumption would be of the magnitude
that you describe. I do know that, certainly, we are the largest con-
sumer of oil in the world. We consume 19.3 million barrels per day.

If I may. The total amount that has been given to me is that we
consume 94 quads. We consume 94 quadrillion BTUs of energy, al-
though that’s getting a little too technical, of energy per day and
that is a substantial sum. The total global number, I’m told, is 402
quadrillion BTUs and we consume 94 quadrillion BTUs. So it looks
to me to be about probably one-quarter, judging by that number.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Along those same lines, Secretary Gee, the
fact that we do consume a lot, what percentage do we waste?

Mr. GEE. I guess waste is a relative term. Let’s say that the way
we consume energy has embedded a number of inefficiencies, from
the point of production to the point of use. Whether that’s from the
supply end of the equation and the end use end. And we are spend-
ing a great deal of our time and resources as a Department trying
to boost efficiency, certainly in power generation, to boost our nat-
ural gas turbines from, say, a 40 percentile up to a 60 percentile,
and our coal generation from a 30 percentile to a 40 percentile rate
of efficiency.

On the end use side, we’re trying also to find ways to maximize
at the industrial end as well as in the residential end ways to mini-
mize consumption through a higher applied standard of efficiency,
CAFE standards for the automobile, and that sort of thing.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Secretary Gee, you make mention in
your statement about the OPEC countries and the crisis of the sit-
uation that we’re in. This is not some cynical or purposely done ef-
fort to try to undermine the concerns that we have as far as energy
supply is concerned in our nation. It is partly because of the Asian
crisis that we find ourselves now in this kind of a predicament.

And I’m just curious, we, here again, I understand that we have
enough coal supply here as an energy resource to last us for an-
other thousand years. And adding onto what our good lady from
Wyoming indicated, has the Department of Energy made any seri-
ous effort to look at this?

Now, as I listen to what Mr. Tauzin said, that we’re in somewhat
of a catch–22. We increase production of oil and then, at the same
time, when we look at alternative energy resources, this always
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seems to bring us back to a crisis. It doesn’t really answer the
question.

But I think that, following what Congressman Cubin was saying,
what can we do with this tremendous amount of resource that we
have right in our backyard. If we have enough to last, I mean, a
long time. Is it because the means to refine it are difficult, or we
just don’t want to bother with it, or we just prefer using other
sources offered, such as fossil oil fuel is because it’s more conven-
ient?

What’s the basis of our policy as far as coal is concerned, because
it seems to me if we have this resource, why aren’t we looking to
the technology and perfecting it and refining it to use it as such?

Mr. GEE. Well, Congressman, the short answer is that we are.
Coal makes up currently 55 percent of electric generation needs.
We have an ongoing program at the Department to try to find ways
to utilize coal as a potential means of providing liquid transpor-
tation fuels as well as electric power as well as process heat. That
is an ongoing program which could lead to the conversion of coal
to a transportation fuel.

Let me add that one of the key cores of our energy policy, and
I know, again, some would dispute whether that a well-considered
policy, is fuel diversification. And by that I mean that the range
of all of the fossil fuel technologies and resources, but also renew-
able energy, solar, photovoltaic, wind, geothermal, as well as en-
ergy efficiency technologies, both at the generation end and the end
use end.

Our consumption of petroleum went up by 20 percent since 1985.
One of the things we need to focus on, in conjunction with our sup-
ply end concerns, obviously, is the end use and the efficiency end,
as you recognized. We think that energy security can be found, cer-
tainly, in our supply side alternatives, but also in the way we
maximize our efficiency and use of energy.

Mrs. CUBIN. Eni, I have to go for a vote. And I hate to ask the
panel to wait until we come back. I will get over there as quickly
as I can and back. I know Congressman Duncan did want to, at
the very least, make a statement for the record and so, if you
would indulge us and we’ll get back as quickly as we can.

[Recess.]
Mrs. CUBIN. Take your positions at the table. I’d like to recognize

Congressman Duncan.
Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and I’ve been

told that this panel has to leave and I’ll try and be very quick.
But let me just say that I think that one of the problems here

may be that when people look at a map of the entire United States
and they see it on one small page in a book, they don’t realize how
big this country is. And this Arctic Wildlife Refuge is 19.8 million
acres. And we say that so easily, yet I represent half of the Great
Smokey Mountains National Park, which is the most heavily vis-
ited national park in the country with some 10 million visitors.
And those people come there and most of the people that come
there are in awe of the size and the beauty of that park. And yet
ANWR is 35 times the size of the Great Smokey Mountains Na-
tional Park.
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And I’ve read many articles about this. And every article says
that they only want to drill or impact on about 2,000 or 3,000
acres. One article, I think, estimated it may possibly be as much
as 12,000 acres. 12,000 acres, if that’s what it is, out of 19.8 million
acres. I’m not even sure if I could figure that out, but that’s prob-
ably less than 1/100th of 1 percent. It’s phenomenal how small the
impact would be and yet how exaggerated the impact is made by
some of these groups.

I mean, I went up there. Senator Johnston mentioned that he’d
been up there five times, I think. Is that correct, Senator? I went
up there four a half years ago to Prudhoe Bay and to Barrow. And
I’ve seen it described as a flat brown tundra, although a big part
of the year, apparently, it’s covered in snow, in this coastal plain,
which it was mentioned earlier, is less than 1 million acres, al-
though every article I’ve seen says it’s 1.5 million acres.

There’s hardly a tree or bush on it. And yet all these groups, very
falsely and very misleadingly, run these pictures of the parts of the
Arctic Wildlife Refuge where there are trees and bushes and moun-
tains and streams and all that. And, sure, those are beautiful
areas, but nobody has ever advocated drilling for oil on those parts
of the Arctic Wildlife Refuge. And so it’s worse than misleading; it’s
just false propaganda comparable to what they used to do in coun-
tries opposed to everything that we’ve always stood for in this
country.

And I’ll say again there are some of these groups who don’t seem
to want people to drill for any oil, dig for any coal, or cut a single
tree. And it’s sad because they’ve not only destroyed thousands and
thousands of jobs, they drive up prices and they hurt the poor and
the working people most of all. And yet they sit there and do it and
act like they’re for the little man. And it’s really disgusting.

The geologic survey says that there’s almost 16 billion barrels of
oil up there. Chairman Young told me that he thinks there’s far
more than that up there. And then you take billions more offshore
and all of this to be done in an environmentally safe way, gotten
to. And I think some of these groups are funded by some of these
big companies that benefit if we don’t drill for any oil in Alaska or
we don’t drill for any oil offshore, because there are shipping com-
panies and there are oil companies from other countries that ben-
efit greatly.

So what we do, we hurt the poor and working people in this
country and we help these big companies that benefit if we don’t
produce any oil domestically.

I think it’s very sad and it’s particularly sad coming from people
that try to pretend like they’re in favor of the little man in this
country. So, with that, I’ll stop and we can move on to the second
panel, I suppose.

The CHAIRMAN. [presiding] I thank the gentleman. This panel is
excused. I want to thank, especially, the senator for appearing. And
get out and start talking about it. I do thank the administration
for appearing, although we differ. You know, time does flies fast,
thank God.

Next panel. Dr. M. Ray Thomasson, president of the American
Association of Petroleum Geologists; Robert E. Ebel, director of en-
ergy programs, Center for Strategic and International Studies;
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Jerry Jordan, Independent Petroleum Association of America; How-
ard Geller, executive director, American Council for an Energy-Effi-
cient Economy; and Gerald L. Hood, secretary-treasurer, General
Teamsters Local 959, Anchorage, Alaska.

Will the panel please take their seats? I do thank the panel and,
for those that have been waiting patiently, this is a process we
have to go through. Many Congressmen, including myself, have a
tendency to speak too long, but the information you give us written
and vocally will be in the record as we review this and we hope-
fully will do so when it comes to drawing an energy policy up either
this year or next year, whenever we’re going to do it. So I do wel-
come it.

Dr. Thomasson, you’re the first one up.

STATEMENT OF M. RAY THOMASSON, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF PETROLEUM GEOLOGISTS; ACCOMPANIED
BY ROBERT E. EBEL, DIRECTOR, ENERGY PROGRAM, CEN-
TER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES; JERRY
JORDAN, INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION OF
AMERICA; HOWARD GELLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMER-
ICAN COUNCIL FOR AN ENERGY-EFFICIENT ECONOMY; AND
GERALD L. HOOD, SECRETARY-TREASURER, GENERAL
TEAMSTERS LOCAL 959, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

STATEMENT OF M. RAY THOMASSON

Mr. THOMASSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity
to provide the view of the petroleum geology community on these
important issues. My name is M. Ray Thomasson. I’ve been a prac-
ticing petroleum geologist for 41 years. I’m president of the Amer-
ican Association of Petroleum Geologists, a professional organiza-
tion composed of more than 30,000 field scientists engaged in the
exploration and development of energy resources throughout the
world. The AAPG is proud of contributing to the supply of reliable
and inexpensive energy.

Crude oil and, more recently, natural gas have fueled the eco-
nomic development of our country. Today the U.S. imports more
than one-half of our crude oil and refined product needs. Mr. Chair-
man, the domestic production of crude oil has declined from 8.9 to
5.9 million barrels of oil per day since 1985 and the production of
natural gas is essentially flat because of changes in the tax code
and increasing restrictions in access to public land.

The resources are there. Predictions about a supply shortage
have been made for over 75 years. Every prediction has been prov-
en blatantly wrong. The next figure shows previous estimates of
the ultimate size of U.S. crude oil resources versus cumulative pro-
duction. The resource has grown slightly faster than has cumu-
lative production. New science and technology are permitting us to
do a better job.

Crude oil can be moved between world markets with relative
ease, but natural gas cannot. The natural gas that we need must
come from U.S. production as well as from imported from Canada.
Assessments of the Gas Research Institute and Energy Information
Administration each show a demand for as much as 32 trillion
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cubic feet of gas per year by 2015. This is a 50 percent increase
over current domestic production.

Presently, we are barely replacing our current annual production
with newly discovered reserves. Since 1967, over 300 exploratory
wells have been drilled offshore of the Canadian Atlantic and dis-
covered at least 12 trillion cubic feet of natural gas and 2 billion
barrels. The estimated ultimate is 50 trillion cubic feet of gas and
10 billion barrels of oil. This geologic trend, with similar possible
greater potential, projects southward for some 1,000 miles off the
East Coast of the U.S.

All of these wells and platforms are operating in the prime com-
mercial fishing waters and off the pristine tourist coastlines of
eastern Canada. Production coexists with tourism, commercial fish-
ing, for the betterment of all concerned.

Mr. Chairman, the National Petroleum Council and the AAPG
believe that the resource base is sufficient to support the expected
growth in demand. However, a substantial portion of that resource
base is, at present, either not accessible due to Federal moratoria
or accessible with onerous restrictions that destroy the economic vi-
ability of development.

The NPC study also notes that the necessary increase in capital
expenditures needed for exploration and production will have to in-
crease from about 32 billion per year now to more than 50 billion
per year by 2015. Public lands contain a substantial portion of the
undeveloped oil and gas resources this country needs. These lands
are underdeveloped because of two categories of restrictions: non-
accessible and accessible with restrictions.

The 1002 area of ANWR, as well as the similar coastal plain area
of NPRA should be open to exploration and development. The 1002
area represents less than 10 percent of the 19 million acres of
ANWR and contains potential oil reserves of a range 11.6 to 31.5
billion barrels.

The Department of the Interior’s management of the resources
on public lands and the Rocky Mountain region and elsewhere
needs to be reformed. We request that Congress reform both the
Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act and thwart the
EPA’s efforts to severely regulate the use of hydrologic fluid bore-
hole fracturing methods. No additional areas of public land should
be removed from access, especially by the sole action of the Presi-
dent of the United States, until a proper assessment of their re-
source potential is conducted.

Lastly, petroleum exploration and production are extremely cap-
ital-intensive. Major tax reform that more fairly treats capital in
its effort to find and development new sources of domestic oil and
gas will dramatically help our ability to provide safer and more se-
cure resources.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, without improved access to public
lands and fairer tax and regulatory treatment, we will continue to
jeopardize our nation’s economic stability and, thus, our own na-
tional security.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Thomasson follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Doctor, and I do appreciate that you
restated some of the comments made previously and I think the
trend here is exposing itself and, hopefully, we can recognize it. We
have two choices. One is to become self-sufficient or somewhat self-
sufficient or to continue down that path of responding to the for-
eign countries. So I do thank you for your testimony.

Robert.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. EBEL

Mr. EBEL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me begin
by noting that the general public’s view of developments in the
world oil market is very limited. It’s limited to that little window
on the gasoline pump at their favorite filling station. If the price
per gallon is essentially unchanged since the last visit, then what’s
the problem? If the price happens to be a little bit higher each time
they visit, then what are the oil companies doing to us now? The
question of where that oil comes from is rarely if ever raised. Oil
is oil and what matters is the price at the pump.

Policymakers do understand that our increasing reliance on im-
ported oil threatens our national security. Three findings to that ef-
fect have been made in the past 12 years. But what to do about
that increasing reliance? The answer from our government has
been that present policy suffices, or words to that effect. That is,
yes, there’s a problem but don’t expect any actions from your gov-
ernment which might help alleviate the situation.

But just what are these present policies? Our energy policy con-
tinues to be guided by two considerations. First, that the market-
place make the decisions and, second, U.S. companies are encour-
aged to search for oil outside the United States, but away from the
Persian Gulf. Do we let the marketplace make the decisions? Of
course not. That’s an opportunity which governments cannot afford
to bypass.

It seems to me a bit incongruous that our government encour-
ages the search for oil outside the United States. To take that pos-
ture means we have consigned ourselves to greater and greater de-
pendence on foreign oil. That means that oil exploration dollars are
spent, but outside the United States. And that means, in effect, we
have given up on ourselves.

Should we give up on ourselves? I think not. We all know indi-
viduals who have had great potential, but for some, they’ve never
been able to live up to that potential. Nations are much the same
way, having a recognized potential is not necessarily a guarantee
of success. You have to work at it to develop their potential. Per-
haps the most disappointing are those who turn away from what
might have been. How can it be that the world’s sole super power
finds it so easy to turn its back on its inheritance?

What might happen if we would reverse our policy and encourage
the search for oil and gas in the U.S. with our potential fully avail-
able for exploitation, rather than locked away? What will it take?
Another oil embargo like we had in 1973, 1974?

Our energy policy is one-sided and inward-looking. Where were
we, when the price of oil had fallen to $10.00 a barrel? We were
rejoicing because cheap oil helped fuel our great economic growth.
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Did we care about the exporters facing financial difficulties? No,
that was their problem, not ours.

But when they took collective action to raise prices, success prob-
ably surprised them as much as it did us. We watched over the
months as prices tripled to $30.00 a barrel. Now the problem be-
came not one for the consumers, but for the producers as well, be-
cause they had to look at the impact of these high oil prices.

The U.S. is considered vulnerable because of our steadily rising
dependence on foreign oil. And the oil exporters have a vulner-
ability of their own and that’s their heavy reliance on oil-derived
revenues. Few have diversified economies and few have even tried
to diversify. Oil is their strength and their weakness and we should
not be surprised when oil is used to express that strength or to
overcome that weakness.

Mr. Chairman, whenever oil prices are rising, like the one we’re
in today, we reach for that shelf entitled project independence and
we dust off the remedies of opening up prospective lands, now de-
nied, for exploration. We take a second look at alternative forms of
energy and we once again discuss the need to become more efficient
in our use of oil.

But then the crisis passes, as this one will. And the remedies are
returned to the shelf to once again gather dust to be revisited upon
the time of the next crisis, which will surely appear but I don’t
know when or in what form. Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I must
ask the question when will we ever learn to act rather than react?

Thank you. And I would ask that my oral statement be entered
into the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered. And thank you,
Robert. Jerry.

STATEMENT OF JERRY JORDAN

Mr. JORDAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I
am Jerry Jordan, chairman of the Independent Petroleum Associa-
tion of America, IPAA. Today I’m testifying on behalf of the IPAA
and the National Stripper Well Association and 32 cooperating as-
sociations, State and regional associations, around the country.
These associations represent thousands of independent oil and nat-
ural gas producers in the country. Independents drill 85 percent of
the wells drilled in the United States and produce two-thirds of the
natural gas.

These hearings have been triggered by the recent OPEC actions
and the price increases that changed the price of gasoline, diesel,
and heating oil. So what happened and how can we avoid a repeat?

We have an economy that’s based on petroleum, as you already
heard, crude oil and natural gas. Petroleum remains the predomi-
nant energy source and will continue to do so for the future, at
least the foreseeable future.

Domestically, we import over 55 percent of our crude oil demand.
Natural gas, on the other hand, is largely a domestic resource with
imports mainly from Canada. In the future, domestic oil and nat-
ural gas production will be more and more dependent on a healthy
independent exploration and production industry. Major oil compa-
nies began shifting their exploration efforts overseas after the oil
price crisis in 1986 and this pattern will probably continue.
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Oil prices are set on the world market. The U.S. is a price taker
as we’ve just recently found out. Independent producers are the
most vulnerable to shifts in prices. We were damaged most se-
verely during the low oil price crisis of 1998 and 1999. We are re-
covering slowly, but we need stability and we need policies de-
signed to bolster our industry. It is critical to our country.

Our current energy policies make no sense. We rely too much on
foreign oil and too little on our own resources. We talk about shift-
ing to a broader use of natural gas, but we are constantly thwart-
ing those producers who are exploring for gas. We need different
policies, but, of course, as always, there’s no single answer.

The previous testifier said he didn’t know when the next crisis
is going to be. I think I can predict that we will have at least a
mini-crisis within the very foreseeable future because our natural
gas demand and our natural gas supplies and decline curves on the
wells that are producing in this country and offshore are heading
for a collision. I don’t mean it’s going to be some big energy crisis.
I don’t know how bad it’s going to be. But I think it will at least
cause price increases and I think you ought to be warned of it. And
I want to take the time out of my testimony to raise that question,
since he said that.

I think our solutions are, first, we do have to continue to work
with the foreign producer nations, as we have been doing. Second,
we must start treating the domestic oil and natural gas production
industry as a critical element of our national economic security. To
do this, we must direct our efforts to the two areas which can have
the greatest effect: access to government-controlled lands and
water for exploration and production and access to capital.

With regard to land access, this committee’s jurisdiction, of
course, is at the heart of the developing policies on this question.
Unfortunately, the administration not only avoids dealing with the
clear need to allow exploration and production on Federal lands,
both off and onshore, it seems to be dedicated to expanding the re-
strictions and prohibitions. In doing so, it is attempting to take ad-
ditional western and offshore areas out of our exploratory inven-
tory. This practice is going to cause large problems for our country
as we attempt to meet our natural gas demands.

There have been successes, as described by Senator Johnston
when he talked about the Deepwater Royalty Relief Act. That was
a great success and, obviously, that should be pursued for renewal.

Mr. Hayes in his testimony, I think, showed that if you open it,
they will come, interestingly enough. They simply aren’t opening
enough. And I thought his testimony actually proved our points
better than his points.

What can we do? No one can expect that the long list of restric-
tions and limitations can be instantly revised. We’re not dealing
with one particular action on the restrictions to access. We’re deal-
ing with a whole series of actions. We’re dealing with permit re-
strictions. We’re dealing with prohibitions, moratoriums. It takes
many, many forms. And they’re very hard to fight because of this.

We do things like declare areas to be roadless areas. I happen
to think, as a recovering lawyer, that I don’t think you can do that,
to take a multi-use property and then say, well, you can’t really use
it for the purposes intended because we won’t let you build roads.
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And we intend, I intend, to advise that we ought to test that in
court if it actually happens. But these are the kinds of things that
we face and they are very complicated and there’s a number of
them.

We first need to do an inventory, as this committee has rec-
ommended, an inventory of the properties that are being taken off
the list of available Federal lands and Federal waters. Second, we
need to make a clear list of the impediments that we are encoun-
tering, all the laws, regulations, permitting regs, all the environ-
mental requirements, and basically take an inventory of them as
well as the lands.

Finally, we must promptly open up the areas in the West which
have been restricted. And we must stop the additional morato-
riums. I don’t know what the plural of moratorium is, but we must
stop these actions that have been taking place and look like they’re
going to take place more in the next year.

Finally, with regard to capital, I would be remiss if I didn’t men-
tion a unique opportunity that we have. For the first time, we have
an administration, as evidenced by statements of the President in
his recent radio broadcast and also the Secretary of Energy, the in-
dustry, Members of Congress, all seem to think that we ought to
do this little package of tax features or tax reform that have al-
ready been discussed. We ought to do that right now.

And we ought to do it with a rifle-shot approach, not a shotgun.
Don’t hang all the other things on it that make it lose. We have
agreement among all these different interests on those issues and
it won’t be a solution, but it will help bring capital to our industry.
And, other than land access, capital is the biggest problem we
have.

I know I’ve overstayed my time and there are other things I
could say, but thank you for the opportunity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jordan follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. You notice I didn’t hit the gavel, Jerry.
Mr. JORDAN. I know.
The CHAIRMAN. The next one is Howard Geller, executive direc-

tor of American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD GELLER

Mr. GELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m Howard Geller, the
executive director of the American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy, a non-profit organization based here in Washington.

In my oral statement today, I would like to make four points.
One, domestic oil production in the United States is falling and will
continue to fall, with or without opening the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge to petroleum exploration.

Two, growing oil imports is a serious threat to national security
and our economic well-being.

Third, reducing consumption of petroleum products through im-
proving the fuel economy of new vehicles is our single most effec-
tive and desirable strategy for cutting oil importants.

And, fourth, tougher fuel economy standards should be adopted
to increase the efficiency of new vehicles.

Total crude oil production in the United States peaked in 1970
and generally has been falling since then, as I show in figure one
in my testimony. Domestic crude oil production in 1999 was 39 per-
cent less than peak output 30 years ago. This has occurred because
we are running out of economically recoverable oil in the United
States. Furthermore, the Department of Energy and many other
organizations project that domestic crude oil production will con-
tinue to fall in the future.

I am not an expert on the potential costs and benefits of allowing
oil production in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, but one thing
seems clear. Opening up ANWR to oil production would not make
a significant contribution to curtailing our growing dependence on
oil imports.

As Mr. Hayes has stated, the U.S. geological survey estimates
that there are 2.4 billion barrels of economically recoverable oil
under ANWR at an $18 per barrel market price. If this amount of
oil is produced over 25 years, additional oil production from ANWR
would average 0.26 million barrels per day. Even assuming twice
as much economically recoverable oil, ANWR production would av-
erage only 0.53 million barrels per day. And total domestic oil pro-
duction in the year 2010, in all likelihood, will be less than it was
in 1999.

The Congress should be concerned that oil imports are high and
growing. We and our allies are dependent on unstable nations for
our vital oil supplies and our economy is vulnerable to another oil
price shock. Even without a price shock, the Department of Energy
projects that our oil import bill will climb from $60 billion in 1999
to $110 billion by the year 2010.

Unlike the poor prospects for increasing domestic oil production,
there are good prospects for reducing oil demand by raising the ef-
ficiency of our vehicle fleet. In fact, if we had the foresight and po-
litical will to steadily increase the fuel economy of new vehicles
sold in the United States during the past 12 years, as we did dur-
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ing 1975 to 1987, we probably would not have experienced the re-
cent run up in oil prices.

Of course, we can’t go back and redesign the vehicles sold over
the past 12 years. But we can enact policies today to ensure that
vehicles sold during the next few decades are gas sippers rather
than gas guzzlers. Tougher CAFE fuel economy standards are es-
sential for significantly increasing new vehicle efficiency.

Independent analyses, including those from our national labora-
tories, have concluded that the initial CAFE standards were largely
responsible for the near-doubling in the average fuel economy of
cars and a more than 50 percent increase in light truck fuel econ-
omy from 1975 to 1987, resulting in oil savings of over 3 million
barrels per day. The standards were met largely through better
technologies without negative side effects.

We recommend increasing the current fuel economy standards by
60 percent to 44 miles per gallon for cars and 33 miles per gallon
for light trucks by 2012 with further increases at the rate of 2 1/
2 percent per year beyond this date. Car manufacturers say it can’t
be done or it will cost a fortune, as they did when the original
CAFE standards were debated. But policymakers and the Congress
and the Ford Administration enacted standards in 1975 in the face
of industry opposition and the car companies complied at reason-
able cost. Tougher standards are now long overdue and should be
adopted before we face another oil price shock.

We estimate that tougher fuel economy standards I just referred
to would reduce gasoline consumption by 1.5 million barrels per
day by 2010 and over 4.5 million barrels per day by 2020. With this
level of savings, oil import growth would be moderated during this
decade and imports would then fall after 2010. The potential oil
savings from such standards far exceed the potential oil supply
from opening ANWR to development, as I show in figure four of my
written statement.

The CHAIRMAN. How much more time do you have?
Mr. GELLER. Let me just conclude here and say that increasing

vehicle fuel economy was our key response to the oil crises of the
1970’s. This strategy can and should be applied again to avoid new
oil crises in the 21st century.

Thank you and that concludes my statement.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Geller follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. My good friend Mr. Hood from An-
chorage, Alaska, president of the Teamsters. Mr. Hood.

STATEMENT OF GERALD L. HOOD

Mr. HOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m here today not only
representing the 7,000 members in Alaska, but I also am speaking
for the entire 1.5 million members of the Teamsters Union
throughout the country.

And I submit that there are some in denial that there exists in
this country today a gas crisis or an energy crisis that we haven’t
seen the likes of since the early 1970’s. Gas prices are at an all-
time high and are projected to increase even more, notwithstanding
OPEC’s recent indication to increase production and regardless of
what you read in the press. Yet, due to the lack of a comprehensive
energy policy, this country continues its dependence on the impor-
tation of foreign oil from countries that don’t necessarily share our
global philosophy and have agendas that are directly in conflict
with our own.

Our solutions to this energy crisis must be multi-faceted. One of
the components has to include an increase in our domestic supply
of oil which, whether you like it or not, will require making Federal
lands available for leasing. We desperately need to reverse the
trend of importing roughly 56 percent or 9 million barrels a day of
our petroleum needs.

And I’d remind the committee that 25 years ago this country only
imported 35 percent of the oil it consumed. Domestic production is
down 17 percent over the last decade and consumption has risen
14 percent. You don’t need a road map to see where this trend is
taking us.

We must develop a program to hold our allies and trading part-
ners accountable for their actions. The United States didn’t hesi-
tate to protect the sovereignty of Kuwait during Desert Storm and,
in fact, we drove the Iraqis from those oil fields after they had set
them on fire. Had it not been for America and American expertise,
much of the oil now being sold to us at such high prices could still
be burning.

We must look to areas of our own country where the potential
for hydrocarbon fuel production is greatest and where it can be de-
veloped with the highest standards and performance and environ-
mental protection. The State of Alaska currently produces approxi-
mately 1 million barrels of oil a day, or 20 percent of our domestic
supply, and the coastal plain of ANWR, according to the USGS, has
the potential of producing up to 1.5 million barrels per day. In my
estimation, this would be a tremendous step in reducing our de-
pendence on foreign oil.

And there’s another testimony that disputes the figures with re-
gard to how much oil there may be in ANWR. Let me just point
out that when we drilled in Prudhoe Bay, we estimated then that
there would be 9.6 billion barrels of oil. Today, we’ve produced 10.5
billion barrels of oil from Prudhoe. We anticipate, by the time we’re
finished with Prudhoe Bay, we’ll recover about 14 billion barrels of
oil. Now this is just Prudhoe Bay. It doesn’t include Nully Point,
Alpine, and Kuparuk and the other surrounding fields.
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Now there are those who argue we shouldn’t ravage and pillage
and plunder this last pristine wilderness in the 49th State. Let me
just say that ravage and plunder and piller aren’t my words. Those
are the words of the extremists that want to preclude our devel-
oping section 1002 of ANWR.

We in Alaska have explored and produced oil for over 30 years.
We’ve done so with the greatest of respect for our environment be-
cause this is, after all, the land that we live in and we work in.

I spent time in Prudhoe Bay here recently visiting exploration
and production facilities where my members work. And I was re-
minded of some years ago we had a Russian delegation visit us in
Prudhoe Bay and they didn’t believe that we were producing oil.
And we asked them why. It’s because we don’t see any leaking or
we don’t see any on the ground.

So I would ask those who vigorously oppose the exploration of
ANWR, where would you rather see oil exploration done? In a place
of the world where there’s little or no environmental protection or
regulation or in a place in our own country where we have the
strongest and strictest environmental regulations in the entire
world?

Now members of organized labor have worked in Alaska’s North
Slope oil fields since their discovery in 1967. And we’ve done so cor-
rectly in an environmentally sound manner. Our workers are the
most efficient, the best trained, the most skilled, and the safest
workers in Alaska’s oil patch.

As I testified before the Senate Committee on Energy and Re-
sources in 1995 and again last week, I want to emphasize to this
committee as well that the development of ANWR will create some-
where between 250,000 and 750,000 jobs throughout this great na-
tion of ours. And the difference between these jobs that we will be
creating and the ones that have been created recently is that they
are higher end jobs with excellent wages and excellent benefits, not
like the jobs created here recently which are service sector and
minimum wage jobs.

Mr. Chairman, the issue before you today is important to the
members of my organization. My organization includes 600,000
drivers who turn the key on a truck to start their work day. And
whether they drive cement mixers, deliver packages or bread, or
move freight throughout the country, they rely on gasoline and die-
sel fuel to get their job done.

We’re asking for a comprehensive national policy, which includes
the leasing of Federal lands for oil and gas development, recog-
nizing the consequences of high priced oil to a national economy
that relies on trucks to transport 80 percent of the freight in this
country.

I thank you for this opportunity to testify before the committee
today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hood follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Gerry. And I was going to bring it
up a little later on. We talked about fuel-efficient cars and fuel-effi-
cient that, you cannot save your way into prosperity. Anybody
who’s been in a bank knows that. And everything that’s delivered
to us is delivered to us by a truck of some type.

And, at this time, I’ll let the good lady take over the Chair for
a few moments and I’ll be back.

Mrs. CUBIN. [presiding] Thank you, Mr. Chairman, as you leave.
And I just love it because here I get to talk as long as I want. Al-
though, you know—oh, good.

I want to make one statement about Mr. Hood’s testimony. As
you all know, I represent the entire State of Wyoming. I was in a
small town in Wyoming and the President had been on touting the
8 million jobs that his policies had created since he’s been in office.
And I had a lady come up to me and say, you know, I believe that
the President has created that many jobs. She said, I know. I’ve
got three of them. That’s how much it takes for me to make a liv-
ing.

And so your point that service jobs have been created, but good
paying jobs that can result from a healthier energy industry are
not plentiful. And, you know, the minimum wage jobs that are cre-
ated simply aren’t adequate for what we need for the people that
we represent in this country. So I appreciate that point that you
made.

I’m the only person I know that can’t see at a distance, at my
age, but I can read stuff. So forgive me for a minute, but I want
to see your faces when I ask you questions.

I want to ask one thing. Most of you mentioned access to lands
to explore for energy sources, most of you mentioned that in your
testimony. What was your reaction when you heard the witness
from the Department of the Interior deny that access was a prob-
lem and brag about the increase in production on public lands? I
would like each one of you to respond to that. You want to start,
Jerry.

Mr. JORDAN. My reaction is that we’re playing games. You know
what they say about numbers and what games you can play with
numbers. The point is that we have had a studied, steady cam-
paign to take huge areas of our government lands out of our explor-
atory inventory, notwithstanding the numbers they may be able to
play with what they listed. I mean, they’ve been taking million-acre
blocks, bites, and that’s what’s important here. And it’s got to stop
or we are not going to be able—you know, I agree with Ray com-
pletely and the National Petroleum, which I serve on, on the Gas
Committee.

We’ve got the resource base to produce the natural gas that we’re
going to need, but if we don’t take these restrictions off the access,
there’s no way we can do that. So it is critical. And I don’t know
what kind of games he’s playing. I’m sure he’s telling the truth,
technically, so don’t get me wrong. But I think that it’s painting
the wrong picture.

Mr. THOMASSON. May I respond?
Mrs. CUBIN. Certainly. Please do, Dr. Thomasson.
Mr. THOMASSON. I was struck by the fact that the place where

those acres have become available is in the offshore and the place
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where production has gone up dramatically is the offshore. I think
simple logic would allow one to come to the conclusion that if you
open up access, you’re going to open up our ability to find and de-
velop more resources.

And I second what Jerry says. Not only do we have an enormous
resource base, but because of technology today, that resource base
is not shrinking, it’s expanding. So I disagree very strongly with
Mr. Geller and his statement that we are running out of resources.
It’s not true.

Mrs. CUBIN. Yes and I agree with you, from all of the informa-
tion that I’ve been able to glean through the subcommittee that I
chair.

I would like to address this question probably to Jerry, but to
any of you who have an idea on it. As Mr. Jordan stated that inde-
pendent producers drill 85 percent of the wells and I think he said
produce two-thirds of the gas production in the United States. And
because of that, I really have a goal of trying to do everything I
can to create an environment where we can help independent pro-
ducers along.

I have a problem with some of the policies that the major oil
companies have pursued. Because I realize that they have to an-
swer to their stockholders. However, I still think that there ought
to be some patriotism and that there ought to be some regard for
national security. And where they spend their money for drilling,
while it is none of my business, it’s irritating to me. I think that
independents have a harder row to hoe, if you will.

So I would like to ask you, do any of you think that it is realistic
that the majors might move their money, if we could create a bet-
ter environment, might move their money back to exploring in the
United States?

Mr. JORDAN. Shareholders are interested in returns. Unfortu-
nately, we’ve been in a dotcom economy and it’s very difficult,
whether you’re a major or an independent, to make the kind of re-
turns, if you’ve got shareholders and if you have to answer to
shareholders and sometimes to bankers, it’s very difficult to justify
drilling sort of where you ought to rather than where you want to.

The majors, I know, have to do what they—I mean, I think
they’re doing what they feel that they absolutely have to do. I know
many of the executives, I know they are dedicated to our country
being more energy independent, just like the independents are. But
I think it’s very difficult for them and I think that so often the poli-
cies and I’ve dealt with people, with majors, who are selling prop-
erties in the United States and they say, we don’t really want to
sell them, but we don’t have any choice.

But it really works out well for the country because they sell
them to independents and the independents go on and develop
them. So it’s this partnership that we have between the majors and
the independents. And some of the independents are getting very
large. And as they get very large, I’m happy to report that there
are a lot of little bitty independents, it’s kind of like the food chain,
there are a lot of little bitty independents forming all over this
country.

And if we create the kind of economic climate that we need to
promote our industry. And we already pay big taxes. I mean, if we
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make a lot of money, we pay a big percentage of taxes. And the oil
companies pay taxes just like everybody else. But they also apply,
if they do their practice is sometimes they get to delay paying taxes
and that’s considered an abuse, but it’s not an abuse. It’s a value
judgment made by our system which says if you’ll put your money
back in and help develop resources, we’ll let you defer those taxes.
It’s a value judgment.

These industries have to balance all these things. And I think
that the system is working, but we need to push harder, just like
Ray has said, we need to push policies that will encourage drilling
and encourage exploration. And then, of course, we have to give
them land access to do it because most of our lands in the West
are controlled by the government.

Mrs. CUBIN. Right. And I don’t disagree with anything you’ve
said. I do think, from my own experience in talking to independent
producers, that they have fewer resources to go through the envi-
ronmental impact studies, the archeological studies, the endan-
gered species studies, and all of the sort of things, the hoops that
the Federal Government puts in front of people even when the land
is not shut off by roadless areas, for example, and wilderness study
areas, for example, and those sort of things. I guess that was the
point I wanted to make.

I would like to address this question to Mr. Geller. You talked
about standards that you’d like to see for efficiency in motor vehi-
cles. Do you know what total production would need to be if, in
fact, in the United States—no, not production in United States.
What total consumption would be if those standards were adopted?
Do you have any statistical information on that?

Mr. GELLER. Yes. The savings I indicated, 1.5 million barrels a
day by 2010 and 4.5 million by 2020 can be compared to our total
consumption which I think is around 18, 19 million barrels per day.
Perhaps other on the panel—19.

Mrs. CUBIN. But are you speaking of only consumption for motor
vehicles and not any other?

Mr. GELLER. Oh. That’s total oil. Motor vehicles, I think our gas-
oline and diesel fuel use is 55 percent of our total oil consumption.
OK, so, total oil consumption right now is something around 10
million barrels per day for motor vehicles. That’s both passenger
vehicles and heavy trucks. So that increasing these standards can
do quite a lot in terms of saving a very significant amount of the
total consumption that we have today and the projected consump-
tion that we have in the future.

The thrust of my testimony is that there’s two sides of the equa-
tion. There is a supply side, of course, and we don’t deny that. We
can’t just run our country on energy savings. Of course, that’s true.
We need supplies.

But there’s also the demand side of the equation and let’s not for-
get about it and let’s look at the opportunities to save energy,
which will reduce oil imports, saving oil, which will reduce oil im-
ports. The margin will be there in reducing imports from efficiency
improvements in vehicles. That’s the biggest opportunity on the de-
mand side. And I would suggest a much greater opportunity for re-
ducing imports than these other kinds of actions being discussed
here.
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That is oil, domestic crude oil production has been declining in
this country for 30 years. Every forecast that I’ve seen, I haven’t
seen them all, but every forecast, government and non-government,
is showing further declines in the future in domestic crude oil pro-
duction.

Mrs. CUBIN. And I don’t think that there’s anyone that would
argue that efficiencies and conservation of energy is something that
we should not do. I believe everyone thinks that we should do that.
How we do that is what’s in controversy and whether government
standards mandating that should be the way to go or whether the
free market should be the way to go, I think, is where the argu-
ment and the disagreement occurs.

And I also, I don’t know if you were here during the first panel’s
testimony, but, you know, I think back to Mr. Largent’s response
in answer to a question that it seems to be the very same who are
saying we have to have mandatory efficiencies, we have to, you
know, conserve, that we have to do something about our oil and gas
consumption, or, particularly, or oil consumption, we have to do
that.

But these are the very same people that over and over and over
again will vote, in the Congress, and will rile against the things in
the country that would promote other sources, whether it’s nuclear,
even the windmills that, you know, we have some in Wyoming. And
if you drive over into California, you see this whole field of these
windmills, you know, to produce wind energy.

I’m not saying I don’t think that should happen, but, my good-
ness, to me that’s way uglier than an 18 inch stick sticking out of
the ground where they’ve drilled for gas. And, you know, as far as
the aesthetics of the situation, I think people speak on one hand
of what we need to do, but they are not willing, on the other hand,
to do what we need to do to accomplish a reasonable energy policy.

I don’t see that I have any other questions. Congressman Simp-
son, did you have some?

Mr. SIMPSON. Not really questions, Madam Chair. It seems like
we’re, from the testimony we’re faced with, we have two options.
Either increase production or reduce the demand. And I think, in
reality, it’s a combination of both. I think you’re going to have to
increase production in this country and you’re going to have to re-
duce demand.

When we talk about fuel efficiency in automobiles, we always
talk about the cost and how much the public can save by having
increased fuel efficiency in automobiles. And I don’t think that
that’s a bad thing by any means, but we also, for every action,
there’s equal and opposite reactions, and we never seem to talk
about the number of deaths that have been caused by lighter vehi-
cles on the road and so forth. The accidents that they get involved
in are more serious.

Do you have any studies on that, Mr. Geller, on what’s happened
to the number of deaths on the road and how many of them have
been attributed to lighter vehicles and such because of increased
fuel efficiency?

Mr. GELLER. Yes, Congressman. In anticipation of this question,
I addressed it in my written testimony. If you would be so kind to
look at figure three, if you have my written testimony.
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Mr. SIMPSON. I’ve got it somewhere in this stack.
Mr. GELLER. I can hold up the figure if you can’t find it.
Mr. SIMPSON. I’m sure I can find it somewhere.
Mr. GELLER. The figure shows two lines: the on-road fuel econ-

omy, the average from 1970 until today, showing the increase from
about 13 miles per gallon up to close to 20 miles per gallon today.
And it shows, over the same period, the fatality death per million
vehicle miles of travel, per unit of driving, which declined from
about close to five deaths per million vehicle miles of travel back
in 1970 down to less than two deaths per million vehicle miles of
travel today.

So while we were improving fuel economy through better tech-
nologies, we were also improving the safety of our vehicles. The two
can be done and have been done together. We’ve made our vehicles
safer and we’ve made them more fuel efficient.

Mr. SIMPSON. You wouldn’t deny that more vehicles are, that the
lighter vehicles that are made of plastic today, are more dangerous
in an automobile accident going 70 miles an hour, per se, would
you?

Mr. GELLER. The statistics are showing that driving has gotten
safer.

Mr. SIMPSON. Because of air bags and seat belts.
Mr. GELLER. Seat belts, improved designs, better engineering,

more crush space. All kinds of things that have been done and that
continue to be done to keep our vehicles safe and make them safer.
It’s a matter of engineering on both sides, on the fuel economy side
and the safety side. We can cut emissions of air pollutants, we can
improve fuel economy, and we can make vehicles safer.

And I would submit that Federal standards are key drivers of all
those public goods that we’re interested in. We had fuel economy
improvements when we had fuel economy standards enacted under
the Ford Administration.

Mrs. CUBIN. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. SIMPSON. Yes.
Mrs. CUBIN. I just am sorry, but I have to make the point that

in the very timeframe you’re referring to is when law enforcement
nationally, State by State, decided to really crack down on drinking
and driving. And that is just something that you can’t leave out of
the equation.

I have a friend right now that has children that are just starting
to drive and one of them wants an SUV. And he said, no, you can’t
have that because it kills more people. Well, you know, I bought
a truck for each one of my kids not only because they need to haul
things from our place in the country but because they’re going to
be safer in it if they get in an accident. What is wrong with—I
mean, why not make the standard heavier vehicles so that people
are all safer instead of, like the Congressman is talking about,
plastic, tinny vehicles that crunch when you—I mean, we’re not
going to make semis smaller. So forgive me.

Mr. THOMASSON. Madam Chairman, could I answer Mr. Geller’s
comment about production one more time, with an illustration?

Mrs. CUBIN. Please.
Mr. THOMASSON. Skip, could you put up the first one right there

on top and then get out the gas one? What this shows is that, as
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cumulative production has gone up, our resource base has gone up
as well. And what that means is that we are finding more re-
sources than we thought we had just the year before the year be-
fore the year before.

Similarly, if you take gas that happens to be crude oil. Now the
fact that production has come down in crude oil, and it has, is a
direct result, frankly, of the policies that have inhibited our ability
to react. But I want you to look at natural gas where there’s been
a concerted effort, because of pressure by the administration and,
mostly, by economics.

And you can see the black curve is the curve that was projected
by King Hubbard back in 1956. And that was for gas production.
He correctly predicted oil production was going to peak in 19—you
can show that one—in 1970. He was right on. But you notice we
are now 37 percent over what he projected. In gas, we’re actually
back up at almost flat in our production.

My point is, and then if I could make one more point with the
pyramids, that, as our technology becomes better and what this
chart is showing is increasing technology allows us to cut further
down into the resource pyramid. Think about in mining terms. At
the very top, a nugget of gold that gets more finely disseminated
as we go down. And as you slice further down, you expand expo-
nentially the resource base available to you.

And your basins in Wyoming, the greater Green River Basin is
a good example, that particular basin has, now listen to the num-
ber, please, Mr. Geller, 5,000 trillion cubic feet of gas in place and
we’re learning how to get that gas out. And we’re going to learn
more about how to get that gas out. And we will get a great deal
of that gas out as we slice further down that pyramid.

So we are actually expanding our resource base now and we can
increase our production.

Mrs. CUBIN. You know, I have trouble, and a lot of us have trou-
ble, trying to imagine what is a trillion? Whether it’s a trillion dol-
lars. What’s a trillion? It’s a number too big to understand.

So my staff, we sat down and we said, OK, how do we figure out
what a trillion is? And here’s what we came up. If I’d opened a
business the day Jesus Christ was born and lost a million dollars
a day every single day from then until today, I wouldn’t have lost
my first trillion dollars. And we’re talking 5,000 trillion. This is a
large resource.

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. And I just
want to—I’m not opposed to the CAFE standards and I think we
will have increased fuel efficiencies in the future and we will also
have new technologies and we will have more use of combination
engines, electric engines, gas engines, and so forth. I know they’re
doing a lot of the research on electric automobiles and stuff out at
the INEL and in Idaho and stuff. And I’ve been there and seen
some of those things. And those things will come along. And I think
we need to encourage them to the extent we can.

That doesn’t mean that we can’t have and shouldn’t have and
must have, I think, more exploration and development of the oil re-
serves in this country and the gas reserves in this country.

It’s the combination of the two. It’s not an either/or and we
shouldn’t be on the sides fighting these things and certainly we can
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disagree on particular areas that are appropriate for drilling or not
drilling, but the reality is that we’re going to have to have more
oil production in this country if we expect to be self-reliant or closer
to self reliance in this country. Plus we’re going to have more effi-
ciencies and so forth and look at demand side.

So I appreciate the testimony of this panel.
Mrs. CUBIN. I’d like to thank the panel very much for their valu-

able testimony and thank you for being here with us and taking
the extra time. This panel is dismissed.

I’d like to call the fourth panel forward at this time. Mr. Joseph
Hegna, of ARCO; Dan Becker of the Sierra Club; Charles Bedell of
the National Ocean Industries Association; Walter B. McCormick,
Jr., the president and CEO of the American Trucking Association;
and Monica Surprenant, chairwoman of the Louisiana State Min-
eral Board.

I’d like to welcome you all to the hearing. And, please, would Mr.
Hegna begin his testimony.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. HEGNA, ARCO ALASKA INC.; AC-
COMPANIED BY DAN BECKER, SIERRA CLUB; CHARLES BE-
DELL, NATIONAL OCEAN INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION; WAL-
TER B. MCCORMICK, JR., PRESIDENT AND CEO, AMERICAN
TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS; AND MONICA T. SURPRENANT,
CHAIRWOMAN, LOUISIANA STATE MINERAL BOARD

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. HEGNA

Mr. HEGNA. I have written testimony that I would like to sum-
marize orally.

I represent not only ARCO Alaska here, but the Alaska Oil and
Gas Association whose 17 members are responsible for the majority
of exploration, production, development, marketing, refining, and
transportation of oil and gas in the State of Alaska.

It occurred to me while I was sitting back here that not only
have I visited the North Slope during February, I actually moved
there. I was crazy enough to have moved up there in February
1985. Those first 2 weeks are some of the most memorable, as the
wind chill temperatures were down below 100 below zero and I
watched the frost crawl down my wall and attack my bed. And it
finally started warming enough so it retreated. But visually, I re-
member that quite well.

I was asked to speak today on Alaska on how we work to mini-
mize our impacts to the environment. And lately we’ve been refer-
ring to this as just simply ‘‘doing it right.’’ What I’d like to do is
step back for a minute and characterize not just what we’re doing
now with some of the newer developments, but to try to talk a little
bit to what we’ve done in the past, speak to the record because this
has been an issue several times today.

First of all, the North Slope is huge. It’s 88,000 square miles,
roughly the size of Idaho. It’s 9 months of snow and ice on the
ground there. Typically, you’d be looking at 30 below zero during
the winter with wind’s blowing 30 miles an hour.

Prudhoe Bay, which was discovered in 1968 and came on line in
1977, was the first of the oil fields. Now we’ve grown to where we
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have actually six producing locations, including Prudhoe, Kuparuk,
and several others.

Through that period of time, we’ve produced over 12 billion bar-
rels of oil. Our environmental record, I think, is unequaled by any
other location in the world. I feel like not only have we done it
right, but I think we are the best of the best.

You’ve heard that the caribou speaks minimal impact that we’ve
had on wildlife. The central Arctic herd has grown from less than
3,000 animals to roughly 20,000 today. What we haven’t heard is
about the minimal footprint that is left through the early develop-
ments. Prudhoe Bay, Kuparuk, the earlier fields that were devel-
oped were developed with less than a 2 percent foot.

A footprint is where we set down gravel on the tundra so we can
put a facility on it and we protect the environment. Prudhoe Bay
at 2 percent, if you compare it to the space center down in Florida
which is 5 percent, that’s very, very limited impact. And where
we’ve are to today, is even more incredible.

I heard some discussion on spills. And I would like to clarify
some things around spills. First of all, we report all spills, no mat-
ter how small, whether it’s a cup or a gallon. So the spills that you
hear of being referred to, most of those are less than a gallon. And
the vast majority of spills never reach the tundra because they al-
most always occur over the top of the gravel pad. So the damage
that’s been done by spills on the North Slope is relatively insignifi-
cant.

We talked about doing it right. The best example that I can
think of is the current Alpine field, which is truly setting a new
standard for doing it right. That field is due to come on line this
fall and it’s roughly 429 million barrels of proven reserves.

But the interesting thing from my perspective is the limited im-
pact that we’ve had on the environment, not only in finding, but
in developing that field.

In the exploration process when we’re doing seismic work, there
was no impact at all. When we went out to drill, we set down ice
roads, we set down an ice pad, brought the rig in, and when we
took it out, there was no evidence outside of the well that’s left
there.

If you look at the total footprint that has been left by Alpine, it’s
2/10 of a percent of the surface area of the field. That’s a 40,000
acre surface that has only got 97 acres gravel.

We’ve been able to do that by using some new technology. In the
past, we had drilling muds and cuttings that were set aside in an
impoundment on the surface called a reserve pit. We no longer re-
quire that. We’re the first oil fields in the world that have gone ba-
sically to zero discharge on drilling waste. We grind and inject all
the waste, inject them down into the Cretaceous zone where they
are sealed 3,000; 4,000 feet below the surface.

Additionally, we talked about the ice roads. An ice road elimi-
nates itself.

But the other development that’s helped us out quite a bit in re-
ducing our impact is directional drilling. Someone referenced it ear-
lier by saying that we can extend out. We can go out about four
miles. A good example would be putting a drilling rig on the White
House lawn. We could drill the entire DC. area and a good majority
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of the Arlington area as well without impacting any of those areas,
except where that drilling rig is up.

So, truly, if you’re looking at environmental impacts on what’s
being done on the North Slope, there are great examples of doing
it right. And come on up in the winter. Come on up in the summer
and you can see those, too. But the majority of the activity is done
in the winter so we can minimize the impact.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hegna follows:]
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Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you for your testimony. Is October the winter
or summer up there, or fall, I mean, winter or fall?

Mr. HEGNA. It’s clearly winter. There’s winter and—winter’s com-
ing on.

Mrs. CUBIN. Because I was there in October.
Mr. HEGNA. It’s the only two seasons we have up there.
Mrs. CUBIN. Right. I was there in October and I remember the

cost of putting a light under a passageway like so that the fish
could find their way where they were going. And I couldn’t help
but—never mind.

Thank you for your testimony. And welcome to the committee,
Mr. Becker. And would you please present your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DAN BECKER

Mr. BECKER. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, members of
the committee. I am the director of the Global Warming Energy
Program at the Sierra Club and I want to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify on behalf of our more than 1⁄2 million members na-
tionwide.

And our message—well, let me just say I will summarize my tes-
timony if that’s OK and would like to submit two additional pieces
of documentation for the record.

Mrs. CUBIN. Without objection.
Mr. BECKER. Thank you.
Our message is short. We should not drill under the Arctic Na-

tional Wildlife Refuge for oil. We should drill under Detroit by
making our cars and light trucks more efficient.

Once again, oil prices have risen because OPEC is manipulating
the supply to increase profits. Once again, we have been made vul-
nerable by our dependence on oil. And once more, Americans, tired
of being victimized by OPEC, are looking to our leaders for real so-
lutions. But we can’t drill our way out of this problem.

We import 55 percent of our oil, but we sit on only 3 percent of
the world’s known reserves. It’s a simple case of supply and de-
mand, as we said here earlier. We can do very little to affect the
supply, but we can do an enormous amount to affect the demand.

In 1975, for example, Congress passed the most successful energy
saving law ever, the CAFE standards, which were signed into law
by President Ford. It doubled fuel economy. It cut oil consumption
by 3 million barrels of oil a day. And it helped put OPEC on the
ropes.

But since 1996, Congress has blocked CAFE standards with an
appropriations rider. And the industry has churned out gas guz-
zling SUVs at a prodigious rate. As a result, fuel economy has sunk
to its lowest level since 1980. Oil demand has risen by 500,000 bar-
rels per day. OPEC has come roaring back to life.

The biggest single step we can take to curb our consumption of
oil is raising the CAFE standard. And had we started doing that
in 1994 at a stately pace of 6 percent a year, we would have now
been saving 35 million gallons of oil a day and $52 million a day
and we’d be saving twice the U.S. share of the OPEC shortfall.

At 45 miles per gallon and 34 for light trucks, we would save
more oil than we import from the Persian Gulf plus what may lie
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under the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge plus what may lie in off-
shore California. We would also be cutting global warming.

Mrs. CUBIN. Excuse me. Would you repeat that, please?
Mr. BECKER. Sure. If we raised the CAFE standards to 45 miles

per gallons for cars and 34 miles per gallon for SUVs and other
light trucks, we would save more oil than we import from the Per-
sian Gulf plus what might lie under the Arctic Refuge plus what
might lie under the offshore California fields.

Mrs. CUBIN. Over how much time?
Mr. BECKER. It would take a phase-in period of 10 years to have

all the new cars replacing the existing fleet. Basically, 10 percent
of the auto fleet retires every year. So it would take 10 years to
phase-in.

But that is frankly the same period of time that is envisioned for
bringing the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge field on line. So the
timeframe is a similar one and we can begin saving by improving
fuel economy this year.

The technology exists, through more efficient engines, improved
transmissions, better aerodynamics, to make these changes to our
vehicles. These kinds of technologies could change the Ford Ex-
plorer from a 19 mile to a 34 mile per gallon truck. And it would
save $5,500 on gas for the owner over the life of the truck. The in-
vestment in technology to achieve that $5,500 savings would be
only $935.

Even better technology is on the new Honda Insight, which you
can buy right now. I saw one on my way over to testify. It’s a 65-
mile-per-gallon car that has 2 engines side-by-side, a gasoline en-
gine that recharges the electric motor that mostly runs the car.
Toyota will sell a 55-mile-per-gallon 5 passenger Prius beginning in
June. But Detroit is not going to reverse, in part because of this
rider.

Rather than cutting back on energy efficiency, what we should
be doing is using energy efficiency to cut back on our oil depend-
ence. What we must not do is pillage the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge for a fix of oil.

The coastal plain of the refuge represents the last 5 percent that
remains off-limits of Alaska. This is, as has been said before by this
panel, although not necessarily respectfully, America’s Serengeti. It
is a home to unique wildlife: wolves, polar bears, musk ox, myriad
bird species. It’s the camping ground, as been said before, of the
porcupine caribou herd, which migrate hundreds of miles to this
special place to give birth to their young.

No one knows how much oil lies beneath the Arctic Refuge. The
USGS’s most recent study determined that a mean estimate of 3.2
billion barrels of economically recoverable oil may lie there. That’s
less than a 6-month’s supply and, even at peak production, would
represent less than 2 percent of total U.S. daily demand and would
take 10 years, as I said a moment ago, for it to come on line.

But it doesn’t really matter how much oil lies under the Arctic
Refuge. It would be shortsighted to drill there just as it would be
shortsighted to dam the Grand Canyon for hydropower or to tap
Old Faithful for geothermal energy or to pop the Mona Lisa into
the fire to warm your house. We must not sacrifice on of America’s
most spectacular national treasures just for a fix of oil.
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Oil drilling in the Arctic Refuge would require construction of a
large industrial complex with hundreds of miles of pipelines and
roads, numerous drilling pads, production wells, power plants, and
housing for thousands of workers.

Such a massive industrial facility would destroy this pristine wil-
derness. The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is public land. It be-
longs to all of us. And it should be protected for future generations
to enjoy and explore and discover. We cannot drill our way out of
our oil dependence but we can save our way out of it. Now is the
time to take the single biggest step to cutting our oil addiction by
raising the CAFE standards.

Thank you very much and I’d be happy to answer any questions
that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Becker follows:]
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[The information referred to follows:]
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Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you very much.
Next, the Chair would like to recognize Charles Bedell. Is that

the correct pronunciation?

STATEMENT OF CHARLES BEDELL

Mr. BEDELL. Yes. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of
the committee. I am here today to represent the National Ocean In-
dustries Association. The National Ocean Industries Association
represents over 260 companies engaged in all aspects of the explo-
ration and development of the nation’s Outer Continental Shelf
natural gas and oil resources.

We have testified numerous times over the years and it’s been
interesting, again, to be sort of on the final panel here and hear
all the byplay and back-and-forth and all the issues. Many of the
things we’d like to say have been said. And, at this point, I think
the basic question that brought us here today was, though, to take
a look at the Clinton Administration’s policies and what impact
they may or may not have had on the situation we now find our-
selves in.

25 years ago, we had gas lines going around the street back here
on C Street several blocks. I know. I lived down there and worked
in this building. And we haven’t seem to have learned, as an insti-
tution or as a country, from these past lessons. And we haven’t
gleaned the truth that has been stated here today several times,
that we need both things.

We seem to have this philosophy that, OK, we need to jerk Amer-
ica by the neck or by the collar and say you must go and save this
or do that and then suddenly, somehow, we will stop using energy.
And we have a complex society, one that can’t be changed and
turned around on a dime. Sort of like a law of physics. It has a lot
of momentum.

And I think that what the administration has done hasn’t really,
to this point, helped out on that. What I’m speaking of in particular
is that, for example, the administration had a report in September
1999 called, ‘‘Turning to the Sea: America’s Ocean Future.’’ This re-
port takes a balanced approach to offshore energy, surprisingly
enough.

And not only does it recognize how vital oil and natural gas re-
sources on the OCS are to our domestic energy supply and the na-
tion’s security needs, but it highlights the importance of natural
gas reserves on the OCS, as natural gas will be the necessary in-
gredient to meeting our growing energy needs, and especially for
helping our clean air situation.

Now, however, there is an old adage that says actions speak
louder than words and, unfortunately, the administration’s record
hasn’t been one of following its own policy advice. Now there’s a
chain of events that’s taken place since 1995. Back then, the ad-
ministration issued a national energy policy plan that was called,
‘‘Sustainable Energy Strategy.’’ Now this plan in part states that
the administration is, and I quote, ‘‘committed to enhancing the
competitiveness of domestic oil producers,’’ close quote. And, ‘‘ex-
panding the role of clean, efficient, and domestically produced nat-
ural gas,’’ close quote.
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Later, in March 1998, the administration released yet another
study called ‘‘In the Year of the Ocean.’’ These were discussion pa-
pers, as it was called. And these were prepared by Federal agencies
with ocean-related programs and this document states that the en-
vironmentally sound development of the nation’s OCS will help ad-
vance the energy policy plan outlined in the earlier 1995 document.

In addition, the document asserts that, and, again, I quote, ‘‘The
offshore development, under proper environmental safeguards,
poses less risk for large oil spills than does importing foreign oil
in tankers,’’ close quote. Pretty good.

Now in April 1998, the administration released another docu-
ment, ‘‘Comprehensive National Energy Strategy.’’ This one says
that it seeks to arrest the decline of domestic oil production by the
year 2005 by supporting, again, quoting, ‘‘environmentally respon-
sible development of leased Federal lands for oil recovery,’’ close
quote.

It also seeks to increase, it says, ‘‘domestic production of natural
gas by as much as 6 trillion cubic feet per year by the end of 2010.’’
But on—there had to be a but—on June 12, 1998, during the Na-
tional Ocean Conference in Monterrey, California, President Clin-
ton issued an executive order extending and expanding the mora-
toria on oil and gas leasing off of most coasts of the United States
outside the central and western Gulf and parts of Alaska until
2012. In making this announcement, the President said, quote, ‘‘We
must save these shores from oil drilling,’’ close quote.

There’s yet another study, a September 2, a paper or report enti-
tled, ‘‘Turning to the Sea: America’s Ocean Future.’’ Vice President
Gore introduced this one and said that natural gas reserves on the
Outer Continental Shelf are particularly important because natural
gas has major environmental benefits over other fossil fuels. Yet 80
percent of our OCS is off-limits. Yet this administration opposes de-
velopment of the project that Senator Johnston mentioned earlier,
the Destin Dome 56 unit project off Florida, which has at early
1990’s levels, I think it was 30 years of commercial natural gas for
the State of Florida.

To summarize, Madam Chairman, I think it’s clear that the off-
shore industry in the United States, if 25 years ago, we had sat in
this hearing room and someone had said what we can do today was
going to be possible, I think we would roll our eyes and said, oh,
my goodness, you know, 8,000 feet of water, production and tech-
nology that it’s safe for people, for the environment and it’s proven.

Yet, again, we have this sort of aversion to drilling. The word
‘‘drilling’’ sets off incredible reactions in people. Yet the facts are
there and we can’t seem to make these things match and make pol-
icy based on science and on facts and not sort of hysterical reac-
tion.

The natural gas dependency is growing and you can’t just bring
that stuff in by tanker. We can’t just get it easily. We’re going to
be dependent on it for electricity in the State of Florida itself. Even
though it also opposes the Destin Dome project, it is not opposing
natural gas pipelines coming into the State. Yet, what are we going
to do? Are we going to wait for there to be brownouts throughout
the State? Are we going to wait for gas to be $12.00 at MCF and
have terrible impacts on our economy?
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No, we shouldn’t. We should start doing something today to pre-
vent that kind of thing from happening. We should be reactive all
the time. Again, that’s been something that’s been said.

America’s offshore industry is here. You don’t have to build it
and we’ll come. We’re already here and we’re already doing our job.
And if we had time, I could show you all the maps showing that
small companies like mine, as well as majors, are taking the risk.
We’re producing the goods. And it’s here for America and we’ll do
as much as you’ll let us.

Thank you.
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you very much.
The Chair now recognizes Walter McCormick of the American

Trucking Association.

STATEMENT OF WALTER B. MCCORMICK

Mr. MCCORMICK. Thank you, Madam Chairman. On behalf of the
nation’s responsible motor carriers, thank you for having me here
today.

Madam Chairman, the title of this hearing is ‘‘On Compromising
our National Security.’’ And I can tell you from the firsthand ac-
counts that have poured into my office that the current high fuel
prices are devastating industries like the trucking industry.

In the trucking industry, we have seen a clear example of the
frustration around the country with the recent truck rallies right
here in our nation’s capital. They were put together by a group of
those entrepreneurs who were being forced out of business.

Madam Chairman, skyrocketing diesel fuel prices and the lack of
a long-term national strategy to address them are a significant
threat not only to the American trucking industry, but also to the
U.S. economy as a whole. Trucking represents 5 percent of the
gross domestic product and today more than 70 percent of Amer-
ica’s communities relies solely on trucks to deliver their goods.
Runaway fuel prices are the soft underbelly of the U.S. economy.
They make our country’s economic future vulnerable. Simply put,
if trucking breaks down, so does this historic expansion.

While prices have dropped over the last few weeks, they remain
excessively high. Last week, the national average retail diesel fuel
price was $1.44. Prices peaked at $1.50 in mid-March, which was
the highest price ever since the Energy Department starting col-
lecting data. That price was a 50 percent increase over last year.
So you can see that the modest six cent decline that we have expe-
rienced recently does not give the trucking industry much relief.

Earlier this year, the fuel crisis was concentrated in the North-
east. Now it has spread to all regions of the country. This under-
scores the need for a national policy.

Madam Chairman, with the crisis at the pump, many carriers
are rapidly burning through their cash reserves. Others are seeing
their operating ratios approach 100, which means no profit, none.
If carriers are forced to either limit their runs or to shut down
their rigs, there will not be a way to pick up and move all the
freight. And, as you know, trucking is what brings the goods to our
doors and to our stores.

The other modes of transportation, which are also feeling the
brunt of high fuel prices, cannot help in this regard. If we start to
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see bottlenecks, shippers who today object to a fuel surcharge will
have to scramble to get their freight delivered at any cost. It’s easy
to see where that leads. Consumer prices rise and inflation snuffs
out our country’s economic expansion. It is a quick, short path to
inflation.

But we believe that today’s crisis can be addressed. A release of
oil from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve would have an immediate
salutary impact. On March 28, OPEC agreed to increase production
quotas. This is a step in the right direction. But production in-
creases will not be sufficient to reduce the current world deficit.
Demand continues to outstrip supply and OPEC continues to pur-
sue a policy of forced scarcity that threatens our economy.

One thing to keep in mind is that petroleum prices are very fun-
gible. Therefore, we believe that a release of oil from the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve would have an immediate impact at the pump.
Some say it will take weeks to help. It’s not true. The market is
very efficient, particularly when it comes to commodities. It will
react and react quickly to fuel prices based upon an increase in
supply.

To speak for just a moment on the subject of this hearing, which
is our national security. It is important to recognize that while
there is credible scientific research being done on the fuels of the
future, diesel fuel is and will be the fuel that drives this country
for decades to come.

Madam Chairman, I know that you understand and that Chair-
man Young understands the importance of a continued flow of oil.
And that Chairman Young’s interest in opening up the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to production in an environmentally sound
fashion is due in part to his concern over the dependence on foreign
oil. The same concerns hold true for other potential areas of dis-
covery, including parcels in the Outer Continental Shelf and under
other lands held by the Federal Government for the people of the
United States.

Madam Chairman, the ability of trucking to keep consumer costs
down has been a driving force in this historic economic expansion.
It’s something we’re proud of. We don’t want to see this booming
economy go bust.

Therefore, I want to thank you for holding this hearing and for
the leadership that you have shown, that Chairman Young has
shown, the members of the committee have shown on this issue of
vital national importance to our economy and to our security.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McCormick follows:]
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Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you very much for your testimony.
The Chair now recognizes Monica Surprenant for the Louisiana

State Mineral Board.

STATEMENT OF MONICA T. SURPRENANT

Ms. SURPRENANT. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thank you
for allowing me to come and share with you what Louisiana’s expe-
rience has been with recent advances in technology. And that’s
what I’d like to share with you in my very brief moments here
today with you.

We have seen substantial advances in the technology that is in
this industry. I don’t think many people realize how far we’ve
come. A few minutes ago, my fellow on the panel here, Mr. Bedell,
made a reference to it. But what we have seen recently with the
advent of deepwater projects in the Gulf of Mexico right off Lou-
isiana is truly outstanding.

What we have been doing, and we originally started this type of
production in water deeper than 1,000 feet, calling that deepwater
drilling. By November 1999, there were 32 deepwater rigs in the
Gulf. Today are 90 prospects out there, serious prospects for oil.

Names like Mars Field, Neptune, Genesis, these types of rigs or
these types of fields, really is more accurate, are in water 1,900
feet to over 2,900 feet. That’s deep water. And when we hear old
timers talk about these fields and production, they talk about them
almost in hushed tones, as if they never would have believed that
this would be possible.

And when I talk about old timers, I’m talking about people my
age. I’m not that much older than they, because no one who’s seen
this business in the last 20 years or so would ever have believed
this could be done. And it’s being done. And the same technology
that brought this about, the same technology that allowed the drill-
ing to these depths is the same technology that’s keeping it safe
out there. At least that’s what the statistics show and I’ll get to
that in a minute.

But the 2,900 feet is really nothing, as was previously men-
tioned. In July 1997, Shell had a production at 5,300 feet. Not only
was it the deepest at that point, but it was 58 miles away from the
platform. 58 miles. That’s how far they were able to get from the
source to a platform. In August, 1998, that record was shattered
by Chevron with an exploratory well at over 7,700 feet. And that
was 175 miles southeast of New Orleans.

We think that these records are going to be broken in the year
2000. This work is out there. It’s being done on a daily basis. And
these rigs are operating in a very—what we see to be a very safe
manner.

Not only has Louisiana experienced and seen what the oil indus-
try can do in deepwater, Louisiana still has the only offshore port
in deepwater. And that’s LOOP, the Louisiana Offshore Oil Port.
Now that may be old news. That port was put in place and has op-
erated for almost 20 years now, but no one else has built such a
deepwater port.

We’re the only one in the world where an ocean-going vessel,
these large tankers that can’t come in port anywhere else, can take
their cargo and unload it. And unloading it out there at that port
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is a lot safer than bringing it anywhere near the land. It’s an
amazing facility that LOOP has and it’s really a modern marvel.
They’re able to offload these tankers with flexible lines anchoring
the ship to the bottom of the Gulf of Mexico while being able to
turn 360 degrees so as not to be impaired by wind or currents and
waves while they’re doing that. It’s truly a marvel.

In all the years that LOOP has been out there offloading, at least
in the first 15 years that we know of they’ve offloaded 250 million
barrels of oil of over 3,300 tankers, they’ve never had a significant
spill. So we know this is working. We’ve seen it working.

I can tell you that I looked before I came here at the MMS spill
data for what is going on out there in terms of are we really having
problems? We have the technology. It seems to be working. In all
of 1999, from January to December 1999, the total spillage re-
ported to that agency, and they have to report even an ounce, was
8,400 gallons. Now that’s gallons. Not barrels. They are producing
hundreds of thousands of barrels out in the Gulf, but of that, there
were 8,404 gallons that were reported to be spilled.

I don’t like spillage of any amount. I wish not one ounce would
be spilled. But you need to look at the hard facts. And I think the
hard facts say the technology is there. The technology is working.
And the technology is working not only to get oil out of the ground,
but to keep us safe.

Although we have been very proud of what we’ve seen in the
Gulf, we do know that an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure. And we have, at times, had to step back when things have
given us cause for concern. I am the chairman of the Louisiana
State Mineral Board. And, in that capacity, we’re in charge of leas-
ing Louisiana State minerals.

And for those of you who are familiar with Louisiana, particu-
larly southeast Louisiana, you may be aware of Lake Pont-
chartrain. Lake Pontchartrain is as vital to the City of New Orle-
ans and the South Louisiana as its culture, its food, its jazz, and
its relationship with the Mississippi River.

And the issue has come up, time and time again, regarding
whether we’re going to drill for oil in Lake Pontchartrain. And I’m
proud to tell you that, as the chairman of the board, my board has
consistently issued a moratorium on drilling in the lake, not be-
cause we’re not willing to listen to people but because no one has
come up with a plan to use directional drilling, or to tell us what
they can do in a safe way. But these are things that are out there.
We know the technology is out there, but people need to put that
technology to work and come up with plans that will work, as
they’re working in the Gulf.

I see my time is up, Madam Chairman. Thank you for your time.
It’s been a pleasure being here and I hope I’ve provided some infor-
mation you’ll find useful.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Surprenant follows:]
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Mrs. CUBIN. I think you certainly have. As a matter of fact, I’m
anxious to personally see LOOP and, you know, maybe take the
subcommittee out to look at that and have a hearing in the district
out there. I think that would be very beneficial.

One thing that I have observed from all the witnesses today is
that no one seems to disagree with the fact that we do need a na-
tional energy policy. I think there are differences in how we should
get there, but I think the most important thing is that we all are
going to have to work together to arrive there, regardless of what
our philosophies are, because if we don’t work together, we’ll never
arrive. We will be here again and again and again, as everyone has
testified.

By the way, before I forget it for the fourth time, I’m going to
ask unanimous consent to enter a letter from the American Petro-
leum Institute into the record. Without objection, it’s so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Mrs. CUBIN. I wanted to ask you some questions. I’m going to
throw you some softballs, Mr. Becker, because, you know, there
aren’t a lot of I have over here to help you, but they’re not all
softballs.

Mr. BECKER. Sure.
Mrs. CUBIN. You testified that efficiency in motor vehicle use

would go a long, long, long way to solve the energy crisis that we’re
in and to help come to a good, strong energy policy for the country.
Now is your claim that that alone would be adequate to solve our
energy problems?

Mr. BECKER. No, not at all. What I was trying to point out was
that you can get a lot more oil out of saving oil in vehicles than
you could out of pumping the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Obvi-
ously, we’re going to need more than just energy efficiency.

What we advocate is both supply side and demand side. Where
there is ongoing drilling, where the land has been disturbed and
you don’t have a pristine ecosystem, we have not objected to drill-
ing. And there are places where there has not been drilling here-
tofore which we also don’t object to.

The question isn’t an allergy to drilling. The question is where
and how appropriate it is and how special the ecosystem is. One
could chip off pieces of Mount Rushmore as a souvenir. That’s not
appropriate. That’s not something that we think is a reasonable
thing to do as a society. And the society as a whole, the American
people as a whole, believe that there are special places that we
should not either damage or threaten to damage in the search for
oil.

But, no, of course we agree that there needs to be more than just
efficiency. We do favor continued drilling in places where it’s been
going on. We favor tertiary recovery. We are strongly in favor of
developing new resources, both fuels for vehicles and replacements
for electricity generation from renewable sources, preferably. And
we recognize that some of those aren’t available yet.

But, as you pointed out in your own State, there are wind farms
I believe in Carbon County, ironically.

Mrs. CUBIN. That’s correct. Yes, right. And there’s only one car-
bon molecule.

So that was going to be another question that I asked. Are there
types of exploration for oil and gas, such as diagonal drilling, ter-
tiary recovery, and those sorts of things, that your organization
does support? Because I think we really, really need to try to find
commonalities in what we do support, agree on that, put it behind
us, and then go to the more touchy subjects like where can we drill
and how can we become more independent.

Mr. BECKER. Yes, we do support many of those technologies.
Again, it’s a matter of the appropriateness. We wouldn’t want to
drill right through the floor of this august chamber. But there are
places where it’s appropriate to drill. So it’s a matter of
weighing——

Mrs. CUBIN. If someone put a giant vacuum under there and
sucked a few out of here, it wouldn’t be that bad. No one in this
room, however.

I think, when we’re talking about statistics and the estimations
or assertions or whatever that you gave about how if we could in-
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crease the CAFE standards over 10 years, what the results of that
would be. I think of Mark Twain’s book that he said there are three
kinds of lies: lies, damn lies, and statistics. And, being a chemist
by training with an emphasis in math and physics, I know a little
bit about statistics and I think I know that we all choose to believe
the ones that are more aligned with our fundamental philosophical
beliefs.

And you chose to say that the median volume of economically re-
coverable oil would only satisfy the national appetite for 6 months,
but I choose to think of it more in these terms that if the median
amount of technically recoverable oil, as estimated by the USGS,
was actually found and produced, it could displace for 29 1/2 years
the imports from Saudi Arabia.

So I think that’s an area where we really do need to get some
information that you can believe and that I can believe. I’m sure
that the facts about what the reserves are and what the consump-
tion is is probably somewhere in between, but I’d really like to, you
know, be able to come to sort of an agreement on that.

Mr. BECKER. Well, if I could just respond to that.
Mrs. CUBIN. Please.
Mr. BECKER. I think one can always compare a specific statistic

to another relevant or irrelevant statistic. The key question that
concerns the Sierra Club and our many members and lots of other
people in the United States isn’t exactly how much oil is there.
We’re not going to agree on that. But the appropriateness of drill-
ing and disturbing this very special place, you know, there are lots
of places where one could drill for oil. This is one place where—
I have two girls. They are five and a half and nine and a half. And
I’d like for them to be able to visit this very special place when
they grow up with their grandchildren.

Mrs. CUBIN. In the summer.
Mr. BECKER. I’m sorry?
Mrs. CUBIN. In the summer. Excuse me. Go ahead. No, and I

agree with you. I have sons that I’m sure I love as much as you
love your two daughters. And I would absolutely agree that there
are places where we should not be drilling, we should not be min-
ing, we should not be harvesting timber. I absolutely agree with
that.

But I also know what the alkaline high desert plains of Wyoming
look like that are blocked from exploration because of what I con-
sider to be really radical extreme environmental policies that have
been put forward by this administration. And forgive me if it seems
crass, but with the support of your organization and other organi-
zations like it, where, you know, it would be more beneficial to drill
there, to create jobs there because there are so many thousands of
acres, millions of acres that look just exactly like it. At any rate,
that’s something we can discuss at another time.

I wanted to address this to Mr. Bedell. You testified before my
subcommittee last August when we heard testimony on a bill to
further lock up the eastern Gulf of Mexico, which was Congress-
man Goss’ bill. Since that time, I wondered if Florida Utilities has
changed their plans to convert their power generation from coal to
fuel oil or to natural gas.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 12:40 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00281 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 J:\67822.TXT HRESOUR2 PsN: HRESOUR2



278

Mr. BEDELL. Madam Chairman, the latest developments there I
believe are that there are at least two pipelines that are under-
going review by FERC, proposals to put large pipelines from Mobile
Bay over to Tampa, the Tampa Bay area. And that the plans are
going ahead to convert power plants from coal or other fuels to nat-
ural gas in that area of Florida.

My mother lives there and I was just visiting there 2 weeks ago
and there were articles in the newspaper then about ash, fly ash
or something, coming from one of these coal-fired plants. And, you
know, I think that there needs to be, as was discussed earlier, a
lot of continuing research on how coal can be used because it is a
vital natural resource.

But, on the other hand, Florida has not objected to the routing
of these pipelines, which are 36, I believe, inches or more in diame-
ter and 500 miles long. They go within five miles of the proposed
Destin Dome 56 unit where the platforms and things would be.
They follow pretty much exactly the same route as an eight-inch
pipeline that we had proposed running from that site offshore Pen-
sacola to Mobile Bay. And yet Florida said that our eight-inch pipe-
line for that short distance violated their coastal zone management
plan. And yet they don’t object at all to these huge pipelines going
across 500 miles of offshore Florida.

Mrs. CUBIN. I can’t help but think of the seeming contradiction
that can’t drill for oil off of Florida, but it’s OK to use the oil—or,
excuse me, gas, but it’s OK to use the gas that they produce off the
shore of Louisiana when, in fact, Louisiana’s economy is also de-
pendent on tourism and, you know, its natural beauty.

Mr. BEDELL. And we have better fishing than they do, too.
Ms. SURPRENANT. We dispute that.
Mr. BEDELL. No, that’s right. Louisiana has much better fishing.
Mrs. CUBIN. I wanted to ask Mr. McCormick a question. As you

noted, many truckers, especially independent operators, and I have
spoken with many in my State because that’s how we get most all
of our products in Wyoming is from the trucking industry, but
many independent operators cannot afford the high diesel prices
that they’re faced with and I honestly have talked to many who ex-
pect to be going out of business in the very near future, if they
aren’t already.

And it’s my understanding that my colleague, Nick Rahall from
West Virginia, is devising legislation to address this situation in-
volving, you know, the fuel surcharges. I wondered if you’re famil-
iar with this legislation. And if you are, would you comment on it
for us?

Mr. MCCORMICK. Yes, I am. Madam Chairman, I am aware that
Mr. Rahall has been exploring with the Owner/Operators and Inde-
pendent Drivers Association the introduction of legislation that
would impose a mandatory uniform fuel surcharge across-the-board
in the event that fuel prices increase.

We’ve had discussions with Mr. Rahall about that. We’ve been
going out to the broader trucking industry that we represent to get
their views on it and hope to be working with him in the future
on that.

It would have the impact, Madam Chairman, of taking the in-
creased costs of fuel and passing them on. And, in that regard,
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might well help the trucking industry, but it continues to leave the
economy as a whole with the problem of increased costs of fuel.

And, as you know, my testimony really focused on the fact that
this is a difficulty today for the trucking industry, but the trucking
industry is the canary in the coal mine when it comes to the na-
tion’s economy. And what we’re seeing is that, because of the in-
creased costs on us, truckers are beginning to go out of business.
Those costs, when they get passed on, impact other areas of the
economy and will result in an economic slowdown.

So, while the trucking industry is very appreciative of Mr. Ra-
hall’s efforts to help us, we also feel that we, as a nation, need to
address the larger issue of this dependence on foreign oil. OPEC,
as you are aware, came out with a new rule that they are not going
to just set production quotas at meetings. They have now given to
the chairman of OPEC, the minister from Venezuela, the ability to
set production quotas should the price of oil go below $20.00 a bar-
rel. Today it’s at $22.00 a barrel.

What you see here is the power to control price. And so we need
to address that dependence on foreign oil and that’s why we’re here
today.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you for that. And I intend and hope that all
of you and all of your organizations will give input into a national
energy policy. I intend to have more hearings and try to come up
with some concrete recommendations for a national energy policy
that addresses more than just the oil and gas industry, which is
what this hearing has been more focused on. But that’s because,
you know, Mr. Young is the king and, you know, I’m the sometimes
court jester and sometimes the queen. It depends on who you ask.
But, at any rate, we will be having more hearings on an overall na-
tional energy policy.

Now, Mr. Hegna, you’re now with ARCO Alaska and I wondered,
after the merger of BP/ARCO, do you think that you’ll be hired by
Phillips Petroleum. Do you think you’ll be working for them?

Mr. HEGNA. I won’t be working for BP. The ARCO assets in Alas-
ka are going to be sold to Phillips.

Mrs. CUBIN. To Phillips, right. That’s right. Do you think you’ll
be working for Phillips?

Mr. HEGNA. Well, it depends on how this testimony came across.
[Laughter.]
Mrs. CUBIN. Well, if they want a reference and you won’t how it’s

going to be, but have them call me.
Do you think that the new regime of companies, if you will, will

have the desire and the wherewithal to get the stranded gas to the
Lower 48 States?

Mr. HEGNA. Definitely there’s a tremendous—there’s what, 26
trillion cubic feet of gas on the North Slope? But it’s currently not
commercial to bring that down. But there’s a very active project
team that includes BP and Phillips that are aggressively working
those issues. So there’s a number of things that will make it more
economic, but I don’t think the changes in Alaska with ARCO
merging with BP will change that one bit.

Mrs. CUBIN. You heard Mr. Becker express the view that ANWR,
and please correct me, Mr. Becker, if I don’t characterize this accu-
rately, but that ANWR should be forever protected from drilling.
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Do you think, with your expertise in Arctic oil and gas development
and also as an Alaskan, that oil and gas resources could be pro-
duced from ANWR and protect the environment at the same time?

Mr. HEGNA. Absolutely. And as I’ve gone through here, we have
a tremendous record of minimizing the impact and doing it right
to the environment. And, we’re getting incredibly better as time
goes on. So, yes, I’m convinced. I wouldn’t be associated with the
companies if they weren’t good.

I have four sons, by the way, all that are of the age where they
have to start producing. They have to start making money for their
own families instead.

Mrs. CUBIN. Yes, because you might have to support them if they
don’t.

Mr. HEGNA. Absolutely. But we can do it right. And I have no
concern about us going into ANWR and not being able to develop
while protecting the environment.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Becker, all of you, sometimes we get a piece of
information and then we might not understand the basis for some-
one’s opinion. And I don’t think I ever asked you and I don’t think
it was in your testimony. Exactly what is it that you object to about
drilling in this area? Is it the aesthetics that you wouldn’t want to
look at the oil rigs and the pumpers that are required to bring the
oil out? Is it a potential for environmental accidents? Exactly what
are the features that cause you to object to it?

Mr. BECKER. That’s an excellent question and, no, we’re not the
aesthetic society, we’re Sierra Club. What we are concerned about
here is that there is a very special ecosystem. As a scientist, you
know that the delicacy of an ecosystem can be affected by removing
or changing any of the constituents of it.

So, for example, right now we have a pristine Arctic wilderness.
There is no industrial activity in that area. There’s activity in 95
percent of or 95 percent of the rest of Alaska is open to that activ-
ity. This is a very special place where a unique animal resource,
the porcupine caribou herd comes across the Brooks Range and
comes to the very place where they want to put the oil platforms
and delivers its young each year.

There are native peoples who depend upon that herd for their
survival. There are other animals that are either endangered or of
concern to environmentalists and others which live in this very
special place. And it’s very difficult to imagine how you bring in the
air strips, the industrial activities, the roads and pipelines that
would be necessary, the oil drilling pads themselves, the housing
for the people who are going to have to live there, without dis-
turbing this very special ecosystem.

So it’s not just a matter of aesthetics. It’s a matter of picking
apart something that has been that way for aeons and changing it
with industrial development. That is the chief concern. It is the
last place like this in the United States and it is a place that we
would like to keep that way for people in future generations. It is
part of the patrimony that our nation has inherited from our ances-
tors and we want to pass it on that way to our children.

There’s lots of places you can go and look at oil development. I’ve
been to parts of Louisiana and parts of California where oil devel-
opment has taken place and seen what the place looks like. It isn’t
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the same as it was when it was pristine. And there’s no way that
this unique ecosystem would be the same after the development
took place there.

Mrs. CUBIN. And the statement that I’m about to make is not
meant to be argumentative about the point you just made. I don’t
have the expertise to argue with you on that.

But I want to tell you about an experience that I believe it was
the second year I was in Congress. There was a bus from the West,
public land States primarily, and I really wanted to impress upon
the leadership how we can be good stewards of the environment
and good stewards of the land and still produce natural resources,
whether it’s timbering, agricultural, minerals, or whatever. And we
didn’t want them to think we were just showing them the best and
the most current technology. We wanted them to see how it really
was.

And so one of the things we did is we took them on a bus ride.
And, actually, Dick Armey’s comment about this trip that we took
them on was the first thing that he was going to do when he got
back to Washington was offer a bill to increase the speed limit in
Wyoming because we spent so many hours on highways on buses.

But at any rate, we took them to the Salt Creek Oil Field, which
is about 100 years ago. And it’s ugly. I mean, I love Wyoming and
there isn’t an ugly square inch in it, but other people who don’t
love it that way would consider it ugly. The pumper stations are
real close together. The wells are too close together. It has a bad
smell. It’s just not what we have today. It’s 100-year-old technology
and it looks like it.

But while Newt Gingrich was standing there discussing the situ-
ation with me, a little rabbit ran across his foot. We saw an ante-
lope that was lying in the shadow of a tank. And also there were
some eagle nests that were over beside one of the pumper stations.

And my point to you is that, yes, we want to preserve some areas
to be exactly like they are now, aesthetically. But, you know, some-
times I think that ecosystems can survive and be healthy with
human activity in the area as well.

Mr. BECKER. I take your point and I understand it. I guess where
I would disagree is that when you have an opportunity to create
as much oil as you do by saving it from cars, why go destroy a spe-
cial place? It’ll still be there in 500 years if we don’t drill for it.
And if we sometime need it and decide that it’s more important to
drill there than it is to save it, it won’t have disappeared and it
won’t be erased from the memory of humankind.

But if we do drill it, in 100 years, who’s going to look back and
say, gee, I’m really glad that we pumped that place for oil? Where-
as I think they would be glad to say that we made cars cleaner and
didn’t need to pump that place for oil.

Mrs. CUBIN. In making cars cleaner, and, please, if other mem-
bers of the panel have anything to say, please, I mean, it’s just us
now, just you and me, babe, in increasing or making more strin-
gent the CAFE standards, living in a place like Wyoming where
the distances are so vast between one population center—and when
I’m talking about population center, I’m talking about 1,500 people
to the next town of 750. We’re talking about 100 miles, 150 miles,
200 miles.
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And, in fact, there have been studies to show that the lower
speed limit has actually caused an increase in highway fatalities
because people tend to fall asleep and long straight highways that
just go through nothing but high desert plains of sagebrush and an
occasional antelope.

We’re very concerned about the performance of vehicles. And, as
a matter of fact, one of the reasons that SUVs and light trucks are
so popular in the area that I live is that the performance of those
vehicles comes closer to meeting our needs. Give me an idea what
the downside in terms of performance of vehicles would be when
the higher standards are, assuming they were, adopted?

Mr. BECKER. There would be no change in the performance of ve-
hicles by using this technology.

First of all, let me step back and say that the way the CAFE
standards are designed—and were signed into law by that radical
environmentalist from Michigan, Gerald Ford—the way they’re de-
signed is as a fleetwide average so that if in Wyoming you want
to buy the biggest, least efficient vehicle, but in California they
want to buy more efficient vehicles, the two are averaged together.

So it’s not that every vehicle needs to become more efficient. And
not every vehicle would. But enough of the inefficient ones are bal-
anced out by enough efficient ones to make the average meet at the
standard.

But the way that we propose improving fuel economy is the way
that the auto industry improved it from 1975 until by the end of
the 1980’s, by adding better transmissions, better engines, im-
proved aerodynamics. These don’t affect the function, the use of the
vehicle. They don’t affect whether they’re car or truck. What they
do is they dramatically improve the efficiency of the vehicle and,
as I said in my testimony, they save more on gas than you pay for
the technology up front.

So it’s a win-win for the consumer. It’s a win-win for Detroit, if
they’ll think about it, because the Japanese manufacturers are be-
ginning to sell these advanced vehicles in the United States and
the American manufacturers are sitting there hoping that they
don’t sell. And it’s a win-win for the environment and our energy
consumption because we can tell OPEC that we don’t need their oil
because we’ll be saving 3 million more barrels a day if we make
these changes to our vehicles.

So if the technology’s there, it’s—one caution that I would raise
is I hope that the vehicles that you bought for your sons were ones
that won’t roll over in an accident because many of the SUVs, be-
cause they’re designed to have a very high center of mass, do get
into roll over accidents and 62 percent of the deaths in trucks occur
in roll over accidents; only 22 percent in cars.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you. While I do disagree with your estimates
of the benefits just on efficiencies and while I do think that we
really drastically need to increase production, not just of oil and
gas, but of many of our energy sources in order to have a viable
energy policy that gives us national security and meets the needs
of consumption that we have, I do appreciate your view.

What energy sources, I guess do all of you, think are the best?
Fossil fuels for you, Mr. Becker, probably.

[Laughter.]
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I don’t need to ask you, Joe. I guess Mr. Becker.
Mr. BECKER. Well, what we would propose is that we use—first

of all, we develop the cleanest energy sources that we can, recog-
nizing that they’re not all on line now, and that we use them in
order of their cleanliness. So, to the extent that we can use renew-
able energy, wind energy as you pointed out, solar energy, that
would be fine. That’s not going to affect oil consumption, however,
because those technologies primarily go to generating electricity
and only about 5 percent of our electricity is generated by burning
oil.

But we favor renewable energy. We favor using natural gas, es-
pecially over the next years, as renewable energy comes on. We
favor using——

Mrs. CUBIN. Would you please tell the administration that so
that we can get the natural gas out of the Powder River Basin in
Wyoming? Excuse me.

Mr. BECKER. Again, it’s a matter of appropriateness. We don’t
favor putting solar panels in the middle of people’s living rooms
and we don’t favor all oil and gas development. But there are oil
and gas developments that we have found acceptable. And the one
that Senator Johnston mentioned earlier and others as well that
we don’t favor is nuclear. We oppose new nuclear generation in
favor of the rapid but reasonable phase-out of existing nuclear
power plants.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you.
Mr. BEDELL. Madam Chair, if I could address one of the alter-

native fuels that was mentioned earlier, I think it was the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, Mr. Vento, had mentioned it, it was eth-
anol.

And I’ve had some experience in a group that was founded by
U.S. oil companies and the Department of Energy called the West-
ern Hemisphere Oil and Gas Environmental Forum. This group
was put together to unite companies in North and South America
to have us exchange ideas and information on how to deal with en-
vironmental questions and how to proceed with environmental
stewardship, as well as producing resources. And we’ve met in
Brazil a number of times at Petrobras, which is the national oil
company which is now—through the private oil hosted us.

And during one of those visits, they mentioned the ethanol situa-
tion in Brazil. And they had come to rely on ethanol, had legis-
lated, mandated, you know, use of ethanol in a fairly—I don’t re-
member, forgive me, the exact proportions or percentage of the fuel
that had to have ethanol in it.

But one of the things that happened that was rather ironic and
which they didn’t anticipate was that when the price of corn went
up in the world markets for food consumption, they suddenly had
a gas crisis in Brazil because there wasn’t enough ethanol because
the farmers were selling the corn to Australia or China or wher-
ever and suddenly there wasn’t just OPEC to deal with but there
was another variable that they hadn’t counted on.

I don’t say that to say anything against ethanol, but just that
there are problems in just about anything we can come up with as
a quote, unquote, ‘‘solution.’’ We need to have everything moving
together at the same time.
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And I think, as far as the environment is concerned, from my
sort of humble beginnings as an ecology animal behavior biology
student in undergraduate school and 25 years of experience in the
field, I think there are, over biological periods of time, when we go
in and do some oil and gas development that seems today to have
disturbed something even, that doesn’t mean that 50 or 100 years
from now you’ll ever be able to tell that we were there.

The tundra is a really unique situation. I understand that. But
I think that ARCO and the other companies that have pioneered
work on the North Slope have demonstrated that they’ve been able
to come a long way and to just about eliminate, I think, over,
again, biological time periods the fact that anyone will ever know
we’ve been there.

When we come there, we aren’t there forever. Unfortunately,
those resources where we find them are finite. We keep finding
new resources where we think there was only a smaller number,
as other people have testified today or in a smaller amount. But
we aren’t there forever and I don’t think that, in biological time,
we destroy an ecosystem. I think ecosystems are a lot less fragile.

Mrs. CUBIN. I do too.
Mr. BEDELL. And I’ve seen beautiful birds wading right beside

the road in Louisiana where we have traffic going by and they
seem to be surviving quite well, too.

And one other thing, if I could, quickly. Leases sold to companies,
another gentleman raised the issue earlier with the members of
your committee that seemed to imply that companies are just accu-
mulating leases by buying them up at lease sales, offshore lease
sales, and that somehow these were just sort of kept in our back
pocket until some time when we decided we’d just get around to
drilling them.

That’s far from the case. As anyone who knows the regulations
that MNS has in place, when you buy a lease, you have to perform.
You have to do certain things or you lose your lease and it goes
back to the government. If there are large numbers of leases, ap-
parently, that people think are just out there for speculative, eco-
nomic purposes being held, I think it’s a misperception. There are
a certain number of years in which you have to act and do things
and drill aggressively to try to find resources or give up the well.
You have to maintain production or you lose your lease.

So, looking, again, it’s one of those things with statistics. You can
find things that seem to alarm you, but I think when you dig be-
neath that situation, you find one that there really isn’t any plot
going on here to grab all of these leases and hold onto them until
they become more valuable.

Mrs. CUBIN. And I think that that is a really valid point, coun-
terpoint—well, really actually not a counterpoint, but one that is
relevant to the situation as wilderness study areas that are des-
ignated in, I’m speaking particularly of the Lower 48 States, that
are treated as though they are wilderness areas, totally off-limits
and those wilderness study areas have been in place for 10, 15
years.

And, in my opinion, as a matter of fact, this is just a little self-
serving lobbying, hoping you’ll all agree and come to the Congress
and lobby your representatives, that the government needs to ei-
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ther decide they are, do the study, determine that they should be
wilderness areas or release them. And I think that is another point
that would be very helpful.

Mr. BEDELL. I appreciate you bringing that up. That was one in
my notes here too was I looked up the definition of moratorium and
it takes about—this was in an unabridged dictionary. I didn’t write
the name of the dictionary down—it’s a temporary cessation of ac-
tivity considered dangerous. A moratoria is something that would
seem—it also mentions about in an emergency or something.

And it seems to me, I guess in this room, is where the moratoria
started. And at one point, people were forbidden to expend funds
to study the situation and find out what it is that might or might
not be wrong and how to get around it.

They are incredible, these stipulations on leases we get from
them and that’s right now that tell us you can’t do this; you should
do that; you shouldn’t overfly this area in certain times of year be-
cause whooping cranes nest there; or this and that and the other
thing.

And, you know, I think that your point is excellent and I’m glad
that at least someone here is sensitive to that and understands it.

Mrs. CUBIN. I want to address the ethanol issue you brought up
as well. I’m sure you’re familiar with the ethanol plant that is in
southeastern Wyoming and it just brings to mind what a com-
plicated world it is. Farm prices depressed. The energy very expen-
sive and it’s complicated. We all need to work on it. We need to
work on it together.

I’d like to thank you all for your participation and the record will
be open for a week I guess—10 days, excuse me—for any additional
information that you’d like to submit and for questions from the
committee. Thank you very much. The Committee on Resources is
now adjourned.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:]
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[Whereupon, at 3:46 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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